CAL POLY
Academic Senate
Meeting of the Academic Senate
Tuesday, May 25, 2021
https://calpoly.zoom.us/j/82658426593
I.

Minutes: None

II.

Communication(s) and Announcement(s):

III.

Reports:
A. Academic Senate Chair:
B. President’s Office: None
C. Provost: (p. 2)
D. Vice President for Student Affairs: (pp. 3-4)
E. Statewide Senate: (p. 5)
F. CFA: (pp. 6-7)
G. ASI: (p. 8)

IV.

Consent Agenda:
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V.

Special Reports:
A. [TIME CERTAIN 3:30 PM] Sexual Violence Campus Climate Survey: Christine Hackman, Kara Samaniego and Kaitlyn
Blakey (pp. 9-22)

VI.

Business Items:
A. Resolution on Updating Credit Hour Policy: Andrew Morris and Bruno Giberti, Office of Academic Programs and
Planning, first reading (pp.23-26)
B. Resolution on UFPP 8.2: Observation of Instruction and UFPP 8.3.2: Guidance for Evaluation of Virtual Instruction:
Ken Brown, Academic Senate Faculty Affairs Committee Chair (pp. 27-32)
C. Resolution on Scheduling Online Assessments: John Hagen, Academic Senate Instruction Committee Chair (pp. 3335)
D. Resolution to Display Sustainability Courses in the Catalog: David Braun, Academic Senate Sustainability Committee
Chair (p. 36)
E. Resolution on Creation of New Department for Computer Engineering: Lynne Slivovsky, first reading (pp. 37-62) and
OneDrive link found here

805-756-1258 - academicsenate.calpoly.edu

Provost’s Report
Academic Senate | 5/25/2021

Instructionally Related Activities (IRAs)
Recently, San Luis Obispo County announced that it has moved into the orange tier of
California’s Blueprint for a Safer Economy. Under these new guidelines, recognized student clubs and
organizations are allowed the opportunity to host small gatherings at outdoor spaces on campus for the
remainder of spring quarter, beginning May 20.
Recognized IRA programs are permitted to gather under the conditions outlined in the link below. These
programs will need to obtain approval of events from the college dean or equivalent administrator and
the event must be recommended by the faculty/staff advisor. https://coronavirus.calpoly.edu/campusevents

1 GRAND AVENUE • SAN LUIS OBISPO • CALIFORNIA • 93407 • 805-756-1111

CALPOLY.EDU
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-CALPOLY
~ Student Affairs

Office of the Vice President
Student Affairs
Office: 805-756-1521
vpsa@calpoly.edu
studentaffairs.calpoly.edu

Student Affairs
Report to Academic Senate
May 25, 2021
Prepared May 18 in advance of meeting
•

•

•

University Housing continues to see strong interest in living on campus from students.
1,016 students have received offers of housing from the wait list. Students have 72 hours
from being offered to complete an application or they lose their place on the wait list.
1,105 students remain on the wait list.
Career Services has completed analyzing the data for the Class of 2020 for its annual
Graduate Status Report. The pages that follow this report include the highlights and
summary of the data. College level reports are being provided to college leadership and
will be online shortly for public consumption.
Student Affairs is preparing our annual Upward Bound Summer Academy, part of a
Federally funded TRiO grant program from the US Department of Education. We will
work with 50 local, college-ready students for six weeks to inspire them to pursue a
college degree. All students come from low-income or first-generation families. This
year the Department of Education is providing students a $200 stipend for passing their
classes and a $300 gift card to a local grocery store for participating in the program.

1 GRAND AVENUE • SAN LUIS OBISPO • CALIFORNIA • 93407 • 805-756-1111
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Cal Poly Career Services

GRADUATE
STATUS
REPORT
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Graduate Outcomes

How Students Got
Their Jobs
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Employment Timeline
Of those employed, 10096 had jobs within nine months of graduation.

Major-Related Jobs

770/oBefore Graduation
12% w;,h;n Th,ee
Months

70/oWithin

Six Months

96°/o

Found jobs related
to their major

-···································--····································--·····································----····································

~"'fl''

(Olle««l w '!hr>,..Ill!mon~ ol g~'l!tion: 66%
o,11ir.a1
... ,pct1'-I r.i~ FOi • de~ted b,_llllu:lc,wflby OOlllgt' ,111d
Mlljo(, 90 UI. c1e11e:~e1v.c:,u.
(0\:,0~~gv
"--0:ht-tP.,""'U ne\.ick-.,,tcn(Of'\OII
pl- ,u,:ti MI~~. g,:,p,y!1-er
t'.opet'«'Cf:'.
¥1i•llcp.,t ..1!1,#ldpo-•<0rwn-.
•011111
!J b-.:1 Ofl3.006 ,.,11ch1n1

career-services.ca
lpoty.edu/gsr

·································--

Starting Median Salary

tmJj$70,000
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Statewide Senate Report to the Academic Senate – May 25, 2021
Alumni Council Liaison Report – Aaron Moore reporting
• With spring 2021, the CSU has reached a class of four million
living alumni. See https://www2.calstate.edu/impact-of-the-csu/alumni/Pages/class-of4-million.aspx.
Approved Resolutions
• AS-3478-21 (APEP) — Concerns about Common Transfer Pathways across the CCC, CSU
and UC (Regarding AB 928 Berman — Student Transfer Achievement Reform Act of
2021: Associate Degree for Transfer Intersegmental Committee)
• AS-3480-21 (FA) — Recognizing the Disparate Impact of the COVID-19 Pandemic on
Women in the CSU
• AS-3481-21 (APEP) — Concerns about Dual Admission Legislation
• AS-3482-21 (AA) — Faculty and Administrative Responses to Student Transgressions of
Academic Integrity
• AS-3483-21 (FA) — Reimbursement for COVID-Related Work-at-Home Expenses
• AS-3484-21 (APEP) — CSU Support for Expanded Early-Start Summer Experiences
• AS-3485-21 (FGA) — Support for Actions Taken to Reduce Climate Change and to
Protect the Environment
• AS-3486-21 (APEP)— Concerns Regarding Ethnic Studies and IGETC Implementation
• AS-3473-21 (ExCom) — Academic Senate of the CSU Calendar of 2021–2022 Meetings
• AS-3490-21 (FA) — Increase ASCSU Funding
• AS-3491-21 (AA) — Post-covid Higher Education
Elections: Rob Collins (SFSU) was re-elected Chair of the ASCSU
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CFA Report to the Academic Senate – May 25, 2021
The CFA Bargaining Team has presented the CSU with a comprehensive salary
proposal, which includes General Salary Increases (GSIs) for all faculty, Service Salary
Increases (SSIs) and Post Promotion Increases (PPIs) for eligible faculty, and a Salary
Equity Program. Here are the details:
4% General Salary Increases (GSIs) for all Unit 3 members this year and each of
the next two years
•
•
•

Fiscal Year 2020-21: 4%, effective July 1, 2020 (retroactive for work done during
the pandemic)
Fiscal Year 2021-22: 4%, effective July 1, 2021
Fiscal Year 2022-23: 4%, effective July 1, 2022

CFA also proposed that if other employees in the CSU receive GSIs at rates higher than
those set above, the CSU shall increase Unit 3’s GSIs accordingly.
Service Salary Increases (SSIs) for all eligible faculty to provide in-range
progression for each of the next two years
•
•

Fiscal Year 2021-22: 2.65%, effective on or after July 1, 2021 on faculty unit
employees’ anniversary dates
Fiscal Year 2022-23: 2.65%, effective on or after July 1, 2022 on faculty unit
employees’ anniversary dates

Post Promotion Increases (PPIs) for Full Professors, Lecturer Ds, and comparable
Counselor, Coach, and Librarian faculty who are not eligible for SSIs and without
other options for progression in their range for each of the next two years
•
•

Fiscal Year 2021-22: 2.65%, effective on or after July 1, 2021 on faculty unit
employees’ anniversary dates
Fiscal Year 2022-23: 2.65%, effective on or after July 1, 2022 on faculty unit
employees’ anniversary dates

Equity Programs
CFA proposed that starting July 1, the CSU shall commit to spend $20 million (allocated
evenly based on faculty head count) to all CSU campuses to address salary inequity –
primarily inversion and compression – which is exacerbated by lack of in-range salary
progression. If passed, campuses must administer any equity program funding fairly
and not exclude any faculty member due to contingent or “temporary” status and cannot
discriminate against faculty members.
Race and Gender Salary Inequity
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CFA also proposed that CSU and CFA will jointly study and remedy any disparities in
pay that exist due to longstanding, structural and societal inequities. Within three
months of a contract ratification, CFA and CSU would meet to design a course of study
to examine where pay gaps exist in the CSU system, and within a year, the joint
committee will report its findings to faculty and the Board of Trustees. Identified race or
gender based inequities must be corrected by the CSU in accordance with the 2015
California Pay Equity Act.
“Our compensation proposal is fair, it is just, and it recognizes the incredible amount of
work that we performed to keep this institution afloat, and to ensure the graduation of
the Classes of 2020 and 2021—a historical achievement,” CFA Vice President and CFA
Bargaining Team chair Kevin Wehr said.
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General Updates:
● Upcoming events from ASI Events:
○ May 22: The Students of Color Summit featuring Taboo
○ May 25: Q&A with Jake Johnson to be announced
○ May 26: APIDA Heritage Month with Jose Antonio Vargas
From the Board:
● The final ASI Board of Directors meeting of the year occurred on the 19th they passed
these items:
○ Bill #21-05: Implementation of ASI Secretary of Accessibility Executive Cabinet
Position
○ Bill #21-06: Implementation of an ASI Lobby Corps
○ Resolution #21-05: Resolution calling for Cal Poly and the California State
University to Divest from Fossil Fuels
■ Quick note on this: Chancellor Castro announced that he is tasking the
Investment Advisory Board to explore the idea of divestment from fossil
fuels and will be giving a report to the Board of Trustees on its findings in
November 2021.
○ Resolution #21-06: Resolution for ASI Board of Directors Support for Transfer
Student Advocacy
○ Resolution #21-07: Resolution of No Confidence in University Housing
● They also approved an update to the ASI Employee Handbook, update to the ASI Fiscal
Policy Manual, club co-sponsorship distribution for the fiscal year 2021-22, the ASI
reserves management strategy, and the 2021-22 ASI Chief of Staff (Cade Creason).
● Finally, they elected the 2021-22 Chair of the ASI Board of Directors: Suha Hussain.
University Union Advisory Board Update:
● Work for the UUAB Accessibility Assessment is continuing. They are hoping to approve
a list of future possible projects by the end of the year.
Executive Cabinet:
● APIDA Heritage Month
○ Secretary of Diversity and Inclusion, Jasmine Till, has planned Asian Pacific
Islander Desi American (APIDA) Heritage Month with the Multicultural Center
(MCC). The point of this month is to raise awareness for issues surrounding
APIDA communities to celebrate the achievements and beauty of APIDA
cultures. Virtual event details will follow on Instagram, so please follow
@calpolyasi and @calpolymcc if you’re interested in seeing it!
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WINTER 2020

CAMPUS SURVEY ON
SEXUAL VIOLENCE

CALPOLY

10

POLY

CAMPUS SURVEY ON SEXUAL VIOLENCE

Sexual violence is a significant challenge for colleges and universities nationwide. Conducting regular
climate surveys is a recommended best practice to better understand and address the issue of gender and
power-based violence. Understanding student awareness of reporting policies and victim resources,
student attitudes about sexual violence, and student perceptions of how the university community is
addressing the problem of sexual violence are critical pieces in the process for bolstering campus
prevention and response to this issue.
In Winter 2020, Cal Poly conducted a campus climate survey about gender and power-based violence. The
Social Science Research Lab (SSRL) at San Diego State University was responsible for the design, program,
and distribution of the survey to undergraduate and graduate students enrolled at Cal Poly during the
Winter 2020 quarter.

KEY FINDINGS
AWARENESS

ATTITUDES

The majority of survey respondents are
informed about what constitutes
consent and rape at Cal Poly.
Respondents are well-informed
regarding resources available for
reporting sexual assault at Cal Poly,
especially Safer.

Respondents believe that sexual
violence is a problem on campus;
however, far fewer indicate having
participated in related activities.
Respondents are confident in
performing specific behaviors related
to sexual violence prevention.

STALKING

SEXUAL ASSAULT

18% of respondents reported being
persistently followed, and/or
harassed, and/or pursued by someone
in an unwanted way on or around the
Cal Poly campus.

28% of respondents reported
experiencing at least one incident of
sexual assault since becoming a
student at Cal Poly. The majority of
incidents happened during the
respondents’ first year on campus.

PARTNER VIOLENCE
Of respondents who reported having a
partner since starting at Cal Poly, almost
one-third experienced psychological
aggression from their partners. Far fewer
respondents indicated that they were
victims of physical assault or were injured
by a partner.
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METHODS

RESPONSE RATE

The instrument includes
questions about student
awareness of campus policies and
resources, student attitudes about
sexual violence, and student
experiences of gender and powerbased violence. Many of the
measures used have been
previously validated by previous
research.

Of the 20,167 students invited to
participate, a total of 2,451
responded, yielding a response
rate of 12%.

SAN DIEGO STATE UNIVERSITY

NON-RESPONSE RATE BIAS

Low response rates concern
survey researchers due to a
potential for unit non-response
bias. As response rates decrease,
the probability that the attitudes,
SURVEY ADMINISTRATION
experiences, and beliefs of nonAn introduction page in the survey respondents diverge from those
1
informed all potential
who responded also increases.
respondents about the purpose of The impact of nonresponse on an
the survey, included a brief
estimate depends on the
description of the sensitive nature relationship between the
of the questions, and described
outcome of interest and the
2
potential associated risks and
decision to respond, meaning that
discomforts that might be caused if survey participation is not
by some questions. The survey
heavily correlated with survey
introduction informed
content, the answers of
respondents about the voluntary responders and non-responders
nature of survey participation. On may not differ substantially. NonFebruary 19, 2020, an email
response bias may have
invitation to participate in the
influenced the findings of this
survey was sent to 20,167
project
students with four reminder
emails.

The survey instrument was based on the
instrument used in the 2015 San Diego
State University Campus Survey on Sexual
Violence.

LEARN MORE
Learn more about campus initiatives to
address gender- and power-based
violence.

Safer
805-756-2282
safer.calpoly.edu
safer@calpoly.edu

Office of Equal Opportunity
805-756-6770
equalopportunity.calpoly.edu
equalopportunity@calpoly.edu
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SURVEY RESULTS

IMPACTS OF SEXUAL VICTIMIZATION
The effects of gender-based violence has documented long-term
mental and physical health, financial and educational outcomes
including post-traumatic stress disorder, depression, increased
substance use, increased risk of sexually transmitted infections,
decreased quality of life, lost productivity in work, the unexpected
change in major, loss of wages, increase in medical bills, and more.3
Students experienced the following after one or more
incidences of sexual victimization
35%

Changed
Residence

Dropped Classes

Impacted
Academics

I didn’t want to make it a big
deal or have to deal with it
because it was over.
I wanted to move on and
forget about it.
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STUDENT AWARENESS

CAL POLY

Questions in this section of the survey assess knowledge of Cal Poly
policies and procedures regarding sexual violence and awareness of
available resources.

Demographics
Collecting demographic data allows
us to examine the makeup of the
sample we are targeting in
comparison to the make-up of the
entire student population.

GENDER IDENTITY
MAN

28.9%

WOMAN

68.7%

GENDERNON-BINARY/NON
CONFORMING

1.1%

TIRANSGEINDER

0.2%

NOTLISTED

0.3%

PREFERNOTTO STATE

0.7%

RACE/ETHNICITY
CHOICE NOT LISTED

WHITE

AWARENESS OF WHAT CONSTITUTES CONSENT

---------

HISPANIC/LATINO

77.8%

14.4%

PACIFIC ISLANDER/NATIVE HAWAIIAN

Most students were aware of what constitutes consent.

ASIAN

■

...is incapacitated
fromalcoholor drugs.*

1.5%

NATIVE AMERICAN

1.9%

...is underthe age of 18.

89%

...hasa mentalor developmental
disorderthat rendersthem
incapableof givingconsent.*

97%

...revokesconsentat anypoint.*

I don't know

False

1%

98%

6%

3%

I 1%
1%

1%

At Cal Poly, a person can give consent when they are...
■

■ True

...underthe age of 18.*

STRAIGHT

79.4%

GAY OR LESBIAN

2.7%

BISEXUAL

11.7%

QUEER

3.2%

NOTLISTED

1.4%

PREFERNOT TO STATE

1.6%

CLASS STANDING

I don't know

False
81%

10%

SEXUAL ORIENTATION

1%

14%

99%

10%
■

...informedand conscious.*

,-----94_%

___

I

1%

5%
99%

Freshman

■ Sophomore

■

...incapacitated,but comingin and out of consciousness.* 1%

Junior

1%
Senior

...beingthreatenedor coerced.*

1%

18.5%

SLACl(/AFRICAN AMERICAN

At Cal Poly, sexual act are considered non-consensual if a person...
■ True

--

99%

1%

■

Graduate
Other
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CAL POLY

READINESS TO HELP

This set of questions is intended to measure the extent to which students feel they can help reduce the
problem of sexual violence on campus and the extent to which they feel they have a responsibility to do
so. The Readiness to Help Scale also measures the extent to which students believe they have a
responsibility to help reduce the problem.4 In general, respondents believe that sexual violence is a
problem on campus and that they should learn more about it. While 38% of respondents indicated that
they had recently attended a program about sexual violence, far fewer appear to have participated in
projects or activities related to the issue of sexual violence on campus.
Sometimes I think I should learn1more
about sexual violence

I

27%

I think I can do so,methingabout sexual
violence

16%1

23% 8%
I

I have been or am currently involved in

ongoingefforts to end sexual violence
on campus

Agree

18%

■

Neither

65%

Disagree

BYSTANDER CONFIDENCE
The Bystander Confidence measure is a scale used to assess respondents’ level of confidence in
performing specific behaviors related to sexual violence prevention.5 Respondents rate their confidence in
the ability to perform each behavior on a scale of 0 (can’t do) to 100 (very confident). Overall, respondents
expressed high levels of confidence that they could perform all behaviors mentioned. Respondents were
most confident that they could ask a friend if they needed to be walked home from a party, and were least
confident that they could ask a stranger if they needed to be walked home from a party.
Can't
do

0

Ast a f1riend
littheymeedt,o,be walkedh,ome,
from.a1party.

says.that rapev ctlmsareto liJllame
fo,r
Ex1pHss
myd comfortiifso'me,o111e
lbei111g
r.aped.
Gethe,lpandresources
for a friendwhotell:S
me,tlheylh.ave
bee,m
ra1ped.
~peakup to s,omeone
whoIs1ma1k
n,gexcusesfar havingsexwith
somieone,
who cSunabi!eto givec,onse11t.

C'riit
dze.afireindwho te!lls,
methat they had ,sexwith so1meone
wllo w.as
passedout o who dlldm'tgiveconsemt

10

20

QUJite

oderaely

Ve-ry

c:0nfide-1tt

,confide-ni

confident

30

40

50

6

70

8

90

100
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POLY

SEXUAL ASSAULT PREVALENCE
For the purpose of this survey, sexual assault prevalence was measured using a set of survey
questions called the Sexual Experiences Survey- Revised Scale (SES-R).6 This scale uses nonjudgmental specific language and avoids legal terms in order to facilitate the respondent’s ability to
identify and recall incidents that constitute various forms of unwanted sexual experiences.

SEXUAL ASSAULT

IDENTITY OF PERPETRATOR

28% of respondents reported experiencing at least
one incident of sexual assault since becoming a
student at Cal Poly

82% knew the identity of their perpetrator

NO, 18%
28%

Any Sexual Assault

25%

Someone sexually touched me
or removed my clothes

11%

Someone had oral sex with me or
made me have oral sex with them

12%

Someone put their penis,
fingers, or objects in my vagina

YES, 82%

3%

Someone put their penis,
fingers, or objects in my butt

0

10

20

30

CIRCUMSTANCE OF INCIDENTS
The majority of the respondents said that the incident occurred during their first or freshman
year, and took place on campus or within one mile of campus. Over two-thirds of respondents
who reported a sexual assault were living on campus during the time of the event.
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CAL POLY

REPORTING SEXUAL ASSAULT
The survey asked two separate open-ended questions where a student could report a sexual assault,
and where they themselves would go to report a sexual assault. The open-ended responses were then
coded into categories, and respondents frequently cited more than one resource in their responses.

REPORTING

WHERE STUDENTS REPORT

Did you report the incident(s) to any Cal Poly staff,
faculty, or other University representative?
YES, 10%

To whom did you report the incident?
[select all that apply]
60%

Safer Advocate
Counseling Services

43%
30%

Title IX
Residential Life Staff

28%

Cal Poly Police

NO, 90%

25%
20%

Faculty

16%

Other
0

20

40

COMMON REASONS FOR NOT REPORTING

FELT IT
WOULDN'T HELP

FELT THEY
WOULDN'T BE
BELIEVED

DIDN'T WANT
TO HARM
PERPETRATOR'S
REPUTATION

DIDN'T KNOW
WHERE TO REPORT

60
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CAL POLY

STALKING AND UNWANTED PURSUIT
Based on the Short Form Stalking Measure,7 18% (n=369) of respondents indicated that they had
experienced being persistently followed and/or harassed and/or pursued by someone in an unwanted
way on or around the Cal Poly campus.

STUDENT EXPERIENCE OF STALKING

STUDENT PERCEPTION OF BEING STALKED

Since you began to attend Cal Poly, have you ever
experienced being persistently followed, harassed,
pursued by someone in an unwanted way on or
around Cal Poly's campus?

Taking the entire duration of the unwanted
pursuit into consideration, did it occur in a
manner that you would consider a form of
stalking? Do you believe you were 'stalked'?

YES, 18%

YES, 32%

NO, 82%

NO, 68%

ATTRIBUTES OF INCIDENTS
The majority of the respondents did not believe the behaviors described by these questions were
“stalking.” In the majority of these incidents (64%), the unwanted pursuit felt threatening, or placed the
respondent in fear of safety for family, friends, pets, or property; 32% said the harasser threatened them
verbally or through actions, or made them fear for their safety or the safety of those they care about, and
13% reported that the harasser physically assaulted them. In the majority of cases, the person
perpetrating the unwanted following, harassing, or pursuing was identified as a man.
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CAL POLY

PARTNER VIOLENCE
The survey instrument used the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS-2) 8 to measure the extent to which
partners in dating, cohabiting, or marital relationships engage in psychological and physical attacks on
each other. For the purpose of this survey, the scale was divided into three separate sections:
Psychological Aggression, Physical Assault, and Injury Scale. These questions were only displayed to
respondents who had indicated that they have had a partner since they began attending Cal Poly.

PSYCHOLOGICAL AGGRESSION

PHYSICAL ASSAULT

Since starting at Cal Poly...

Since starting at Cal Poly...
29

___
y parln_r,
Iii s dlro__
n _ome1hin11
,a.t11_
di.atClol'llllh__•
J 1parb1er
h s tw:ls,t,e,d
1my
,arm0111r,abb.-d
ll!IJhair

•

'f 1partnerh s,stompedout o -lhieroo or
house,orya1rdduring,a disapeem nt.

r parIMypartn.r has.s id ,ordone,some!hin,g
to

spitem .

My p

nner a,sslapp_dm_.

MY'p-, -·--;h ---pu-~ -d ,r -i1t---e w·1'h
11 - e hi -, ·th ·•ur I h -rt',
1

y partnerh s desuo~·ed
siomet n
elongin•.tome.

y·p rtn, r h s,s • ng ed me

·'JIPrtne h s,a«!usednie of Ile nga l11sy;

111%

lover,.
y IP rtnerhas thr at n d to 1tor n•w
someth - g at 1me,.

I

ii

2%

yp

er · s b m do
purpos•

, '. pa ner as kidc:1- ma.

1'9

INJURY SCALE
Very few respondents indicated having an injury due to a fight with their partner or having injured their
partner. However, 2% indicated they have felt physical pain that still hurt the next day because of a fight
with their partner.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
The Campus Survey on Sexual Violence Committee has developed a comprehensive list of
recommendations which include what we have currently implemented as a team, what we recommend
we do next, and what we need from the entire institution.

WHAT WE ARE DOING
•
•
•

•
•

Funding additional Safer Advocates to increase long-term, hollistic support to survivors of genderand power-based violence.
Providing support to full-time Prevention Specialist focusing on primary prevention, and using a
tiered approach to get more students involved.
Hosting a bystander intervention campaign called beTHATmustang that aims to increase collective
responsibility and set social norms regarding genders and power-based violence prevention.
Providing faculty and staff with training and resources about Trauma-Informed Care.
Creating a sustainability plan with the campus Coordinated Community Response Team (CCRT).

WHAT WE RECOMMEND

Schedule
Trauma-Informed
Trainings by Safer

Utilize
Syllabus & Website
Solidarity Statements

Support
Additional Staffing
Efforts within Safer

Continued
Collaboration Among
Campus & Community
Partners

PARTNERSHIPS

PARTNERSHIPS

We would like to extend our gratitude to representatives from the following entities for
collaborating on this campus-wide initiative, made possible by the Department of Justice Office on
Violence Against Women Campus Programs Grant.
Office of Equal Opportunity

Cal Poly Police Department

RISE

Safer

Office of Dean of Students

San Luis Obispo Police Department
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APPENDIX A: DESCRIPTION OF MEASURES
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS
Collecting demographic data allows us to examine the make-up of the sample we are targeting in
comparison to the make-up of the entire student population as collected by the school upon student
admission to Cal Poly. Collecting demographic information can also help identify which sub-populations
may be more at risk. Demographics also help us understand and characterize the sample we collected
data from and allow us to make meaningful comparisons between groups. The demographic questions
included class standing, transfer status, admissions dates, major, grade point average, disability status,
club and organization participation, international status, housing status, proximity to campus,
ethnicity/ethnicities, gender identity, and relationship status.

POLICY QUESTIONS
This measure was created by Cal Poly to gauge students’ understanding of campus policies regarding
sexual assault and violence and their familiarity with available resources.

READINESS TO HELP
This measure aims to gauge the extent to which students on campus feel that they can help reduce the
problem of sexual violence at Cal Poly. The scale also measures the extent to which students believe they
have a responsibility to help reduce the problem. The framework for the scale is grounded in research
about the causes of sexual assault on campuses as well as factors identified by health behavior theories
for changing attitudes and behavior.

BYSTANDER CONFIDENCE
This scale includes 14 statements that gauge the participant’s confidence about their ability to perform
various bystander actions. Specifically, the scale assesses attitudes related to awareness of the problem,
sense of responsibility, intent to be an active bystander, and taking action. A participant rates their
confidence to perform the behaviors on a scale ranging from 0 (can’t do) to 100 (very confident).
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APPENDIX A: DESCRIPTION OF MEASURES
SHORT FORM STALKING MEASURE
This measure aims to assess incidents of stalking. Respondents were asked if, during their time as a student
at Cal Poly, they had ever experienced being persistently followed, harassed, and/or pursued in an
unwanted way on or near the Cal Poly campus. If a student indicated yes, follow-up questions were
displayed in order to assess demographic information of the perpetrator and the severity of the stalking
that occurred.

SES REVISED – SHORT FORM VICTIMIZATION (SES)
The SES Revised scale is used to measure the extent of victimization and perpetration of unwanted sexual
experiences. This scale uses non-judgmental specific language and avoids legal terms in order to facilitate
the respondent’s ability to identify and recall incidents that constitute various forms of unwanted sexual
experiences. For example, the scale avoids the word “rape” because the term is understood and defined
differently by different respondents. Instead, the scale relies on behaviorally specific descriptions of acts
(unwanted sexual experiences) and tactics (behaviors used by perpetrators to compel sex acts against
consent) to solicit responses. These innovative features are now considered the standard in measuring
perpetration and victimization. SDSU administrators added several follow-up questions to this section of
the survey, some of which were only displayed to respondents if they indicated that they had experienced
any form of unwanted sexual experiences.

THE REVISED CONFLICT TACTICS SCALE (CTS-2)
The Revised Conflict Tactics Scale is used to measure the extent to which partners in dating, cohabiting, or
marital relationships engage in psychological and physical attacks on each other. The scale also includes
items that measure the use of reasoning or negotiation to deal with conflicts; however, these items were
not included in this survey. The theoretical basis of CTS is conflict theory, which contends that although
conflict is an inevitable part of human association, using violence as a tactic to deal with conflict is not an
inevitable part of human association. Consequently, the scale measures concrete acts and events (conflict
tactics) as opposed to attitudes about conflict or violence. The scale has been revised for wording and
additional items.
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Adopted:
ACADEMIC SENATE
Of
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, CA
AS-___-21
RESOLUTION ON HOW CREDIT HOUR POLICY ADHERENCE IS ASSESSED AND
ASSURED
Impact on Existing Policyi:
(1)This resolution does not change existing credit hour policy, but does
formalize and routinize program-, college-, and university-level policies
and processes that communicate and ensure the application of credit
hour policy as specified by the federal government, WSCUC, and CSU.
(2)This resolution cites AS-838-17 “Resolution on Review of Courses with
Condensed Time Schedules” and AS-896-20 “Resolution on Online
Teaching and Learning” but does not supersede or rescind them.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

WHEREAS,

the California State University uses the equivalent of the Carnegie Unit
for measuring and awarding academic credit that represents student
work and achievement and that is also consistent with requirements of
our accreditor, the WASC Senior College and University Commission
(WSCUC); and

WHEREAS,

Cal Poly will host a WSCUC Accreditation site visit in April 2022; and

WHEREAS,

WSCUC’s Credit Hour Policy (revised November 2020) states that peer
review teams will now examine documentation on
“1. The adoption of a policy on credit hour for all courses and programs
at the institution.
2. The processes the institution employs to review periodically the
application of its policy on credit hour across the institution to assure
that credit hour assignments are accurate, reliable, and consistently
applied;” and

WHEREAS,

a CSU Chancellor’s Office memo of December 2020 states that
“For purposes of accreditation, all CSU campuses are required to
develop, communicate and implement procedures for regular, periodic
review of this credit hour policy to ensure that credit hour assignments
are accurate, reliable and consistently applied;” and
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25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

WHEREAS,

this same CSU memo continues, “Campuses will be responsible
(effective summer 2021) for publishing a clearly stated practice or
process that ensures they are in compliance with the student credit
hour definition;” and

WHEREAS,

AS-838-17 “Resolution on Review of Courses with Condensed Time
Schedules” helps explicate and apply credit hour policy to courses
offered outside of the conventional ten-week quarter format; and

WHEREAS,

AS-896-20 “Resolution on Online Teaching and Learning” helps to
clarify how credit hour equivalents can be calculated for all modes of
face-to-face and online course delivery; and

WHEREAS,

the curricular review process as supervised by the faculty and the
course scheduling process as instituted quarterly by the Office of the
Registrar both provide a rigorous assurance of the credit hour policy;
therefore be it

RESOLVED:

Cal Poly updates and unifies its credit hour policy as per the attached
“Statement on Credit Hour Policy Assessment and Assurance
(proposed May 2021).”

Proposed by: Office of Academic Programs and Planning,
Academic Senate Curriculum Committee
Date: May 11, 2021

i

(1) Describe how this resolution impacts existing policy on educational matters that affect the
faculty. Examples include curricula, academic personnel policies, and academic standards.
(2) Indicate if this resolution supersedes or rescinds current resolutions.
(3) If there is no impact on existing policy, please indicate NONE.
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Statement on Credit Hour Policy Assessment and Assurance (proposed May 2021)
Historically, the CSU has used the equivalent of the Carnegie Unit for measuring and
awarding academic credit that represents student work and achievement. The credit hour
measure has also been consistent with requirements of the accreditor, the WASC Senior
College and University Commission.
Federal law requires all accredited institutions to comply with the federal definition of the
credit hour. CSU policy is consistent with this federal definition, and states that:
[F]or all CSU degree programs and courses bearing academic credit, the “credit hour”
is defined as “the amount of work represented in intended learning outcomes and
verified by evidence of student achievement that is an institutionally established
equivalency that reasonably approximates not less than:
1. one hour of classroom or direct faculty instruction and a minimum of two hours
of out-of-class student work each week for approximately fifteen weeks for one
semester or trimester hour of credit, or ten to twelve weeks for one quarter hour
of credit, or the equivalent amount of work over a different amount of time; or
2. at least an equivalent amount of work as required in paragraph (1) of this
definition for other academic activities as established by the institution, including
laboratory work, internships, practica, studio work, and other academic work
leading to the award of credit hours.”
As in the past, a credit hour is assumed to be a 50-minute (not 60-minute) period.1
Credit hours, classroom time, and minimum expectations for out-of-class work correspond
to different course modes as follows:
Course Mode
Lecture/Seminar
Activity
Laboratory

Weekly hours of classroom or
direct faculty instruction per
unit
1
2
3

Weekly minimum hours of outof-class student work per unit
2
1
0

From CSU memo AA 2011-14: “CSU Definition of Credit Hour” (revised October 2011),
most of which is posted on the Academic Programs and Planning “Definition of a Credit
Hour” page, in the Cal Poly Catalog in the “About the Catalog” section, and in Campus
Administrative Policies 210.5 (“Credit Hour Definition”). The entire memorandum is also
enclosed in Academic Senate Resolution AS-838-17 (“Resolution on Review of Courses with
Condensed Time Schedules”).
1
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Courses offered in shorter time frames (less than ten weeks) must provide the equivalent
required number of classroom or contact hours.
The credit hour policy applies to all instructional modes and modalities, as well as to courses
at the bachelor’s and master’s levels.
Review Processes. The application of this policy across the institution, to ensure that credit
hour assignments are accurate, reliable, appropriate to the degree level, and conforming to
commonly accepted practices in higher education, is assured by the following existing review
processes:
• the New Course Proposal form, which, in order to “maintain accreditation
standards and quality curricular control,” asks the proposer to specify the number
of hours of face-to-face, direct synchronous, and/or asynchronous instruction,
and the number of hours of out-of-class work;
• the curricular review process as supervised by the faculty, in which the approval
of any course includes evaluations by the department, college, and Academic
Senate curriculum committees of the course credit hours assigned;
• the course scheduling process as instituted quarterly by the Office of the Registrar,
which specifically checks and confirms the correspondence between credit hour
assignment and class meeting times.
Faculty are encouraged to acknowledge this policy in course syllabi so that students
understand conventional expectations for work outside the classroom.
Departments are encouraged to design their own policies for the review of current courses
and their adherence to credit hour policy.
Sources.
Academic Senate Resolution AS-838-17: “Resolution on Review of Courses with Condensed
Time Schedules.”
Academic Senate Resolution AS-896-20: “Resolution on Online Teaching and Learning.”
California State University Coded Memorandum AA 2011-14: “CSU Definition of Credit Hour”
(revised October 2011).
California State University Office of the Chancellor, “Update to Federal Definition of the
Student Credit Hour,” official memorandum (December 21, 2020).
WSCUC (WASC Senior College and University Commission), “Credit Hour Policy” (revised
November 2020).
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Adopted:
ACADEMIC SENATE
Of
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, CA
AS-___-21
RESOLUTION ON UFPP 8.2: OBSERVATION OF INSTRUCTION AND UFPP 8.3.2:
GUIDANCE FOR EVALUATION OF VIRTUAL INSTRUCTION
Impact on Existing Policy: The policies in UFPP 8.2 supersede all prior
university policies on observation of instruction. The policies in UFPP 8.3.2
are new. i
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

WHEREAS,

University academic personnel policies are established by shared
governance and included in “University Faculty Personnel Policies”
(UFPP); and

WHEREAS,

Various forms of virtual instruction will be among the standard modes
of instruction in academic year course offerings; therefore be it

RESOLVED:

The policies included in the report “UFPP 8.2: Observation of
Instruction, and UFPP 8.3.2 Guidance for Evaluation of Virtual
Instruction” be included in UFPP, and be it further

RESOLVED:

Colleges and the Library revise their personnel policy documents as
and if necessary by Fall 2021 to include their implementation of the
policies in UFPP 8.2 and 8.3.2 in chapter 8 of their personnel policy
documents.

Proposed by: Academic Senate Faculty Affairs Committee
Date: May 11, 2021
i

(1) Describe how this resolution impacts existing policy on educational matters that affect the
faculty. Examples include curricula, academic personnel policies, and academic standards.
(2) Indicate if this resolution supersedes or rescinds current resolutions.
(3) If there is no impact on existing policy, please indicate NONE.
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8.2.

Observation of instruction
8.2.1.
As part of faculty evaluation processes faculty subject to evaluation shall have their
instruction of their students observed by evaluators including department peer review
committee (DPRC) members and/or department chairs/heads.
8.2.2.
Observation of classes is an unobtrusive observation of the instructional environment
for the class, which may include any of the following:
• Classrooms, laboratories, studios or any location where classes are normally
scheduled.
• Online meetings of the class.
• The current state of online instructional materials as students would encounter
them.
8.2.3.
Course materials rendered into items included in a faculty member’s Working
Personnel Action File (WPAF) are not equivalent to the instructional environment.
Such materials in the WPAF should be carefully reviewed by evaluators, but such
review is not an alternative to observation of the instructional environment.
8.2.4.
Per CBA 15.14, class observation requires at least five (5) calendar-day notice of
observation coordinated between candidate and evaluator.
8.2.5.
Observation of synchronous virtual distance learning conducted in regularly scheduled
virtual class sessions may be conducted by attendance of the evaluator of the virtual
class session, or, if mutually agreeable between the instructor and evaluator, by the
viewing of a recording of a virtual class session.
8.2.6.
Observation of Asynchronous Online Instruction
8.2.6.1.
Observation of asynchronous online instruction should be conducted within a
predetermined timeframe established by consultation between the instructor and
the evaluator.
8.2.6.2.
The evaluator should observe the current instructional environment as students
would see it. Evaluators should be granted access to the instructional environment
in a mode equivalent to the way students encounter the class and not as the
instructor encounters the instructional environment.
8.2.6.3.
The instructor may provide the evaluator a guided tour of the instructional
environment, and this guided tour may be prerecorded and made available to
multiple evaluators. The instructor may grant the evaluator limited access to the
online environment of the course so the evaluator may see how students encounter
the course on a given occasion for accessing the online instructional environment
(e.g. granting the evaluator “observer” status in the learning management system
for a mutually agreeable period sufficient for the observation).
8.2.6.4.
Other reasonable means of observing the online instructional environment may be
negotiated by the instructor and evaluator.
8.2.7.
Observation of classes taught in hybrid modalities should include observation of each
of the modalities of instruction.
8.2.8.
Colleges shall specify in their personnel policy documents any further requirements or
allowances about observation of teaching.
8.3. Guidance for Evaluation of Instruction
8.3.1.
General Guidance for the Evaluation of Instruction
8.3.1.1.
[Reserved for future use]
8.3.2.
Guidance for Evaluation of Virtual Instruction
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8.3.2.1.
8.3.2.2.

Faculty evaluating virtual instruction should use the approved online learning
curriculum for the course as a guide for evaluating the effectiveness of virtual
instruction.
Faculty undergoing evaluation are strongly encouraged (though not required) to
include in their Working Personnel Action File (WPAF) a 1-2 page narrative
document to guide their evaluators through the examination of their virtual
instructional materials for their courses and aid evaluators in observing virtual
instruction. Useful topics to cover in this narrative document include the following:
• Description of the nature of virtual instruction that evaluators would observe.
• Description of how course materials included in WPAF relate to virtual
instruction.
• Explanations of the nature of the instructor’s preparation for virtual instruction.
• The conformity of course design to curricular definitions of virtual instructional
modalities for the course.
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Proposed University Faculty Personnel Policies:
UFPP 8.2: Observation of Instruction, and
UFPP 8.3.2: Guidance for Evaluation of Virtual Instruction
The Academic Senate Faculty Affairs Committee (FAC) is a standing Senate committee with
representation from each college, the library and professional consultative services, Academic Affairs,
and a student representative. FAC employs a streamlined process for Academic Senate approval of
personnel policies including consultation with faculty affected by proposed changes and clear
identification of which policy documents have been superseded by a proposed change. Using this
process, FAC updates UFPP on an as-needed basis.
FAC proposes to the Senate individual chapters or subchapters of UFPP, each covered by its own
Senate resolution. FAC may also recommend that the Senate Executive Committee place noncontroversial updates to personnel policies on the Senate consent agenda.
FAC is proposing policies pertaining to virtual instruction as subchapters of UFPP 8: Evaluation of
Teaching and Professional Services. These policies concern observation of instruction in general with a
specific focus of observation of classes conducted in whole or in part in various virtual modalities. We
also propose a subchapter on Guidance for the Evaluation of Instruction and propose in it some
guidance specifically about the evaluation of virtual instruction. More policies on the evaluation of
instruction and of the evaluation of professional services for non-instructional faculty are needed in
chapter 8, but not proposed here.
Summary of 8.2: Observation of Instruction, and
8.3.2 Guidance for Evaluation of Virtual Instruction
The policies proposed here are derived from ad hoc policies applied to evaluations in AY 2020-21.
Those policies addressed the need for guidance about evaluation of instruction given the forced shift
to emergency virtual distance learning. Those ad hoc policies included various exceptions for
observation of teaching and minimal expectations for quality of virtual instruction. Those ad hoc
policies were only in effect through AY 2020-21, and now we need appropriately revised permanent
policies.
The policies and guidance provided here are more forward looking given the inevitable place of various
forms of virtual instruction in normal operations in the coming academic years. These policies provide
accommodations for observation of instruction for the full scope of instructional modalities, all
conforming with contract requirements for observation of classes.
These policies define classroom observation and distinguish it from collections of class materials
included in the WPAF. The requirements and recommendations concerning observation of virtual
instruction is neutral about the nature of the virtual learning environment, while easily adaptable to
the current use of Canvas as our campus-supported learning management system. The various
requirements and allowances for observation of instruction are adaptable to the variety of in-person
and virtual instructional modalities and any hybrid of them.

Faculty Affairs Committee, Spring 2021
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Proposed University Faculty Personnel Policies:
UFPP 8.2: Observation of Instruction, and
UFPP 8.3.2: Guidance for Evaluation of Virtual Instruction
UFPP 8.3 will cover guidance for evaluation of instruction. Guidance for evaluators in addressing
specifically virtual instruction in UFPP 8.3.2 are proposed here. UFPP 8.3 leaves room for forthcoming
guidance about evaluation of instruction in general that would be in 8.3.1, and that is why that section
is reserved for future use.
The guidance for the evaluation of virtual instruction in 8.3.2 is directed at the way in which the
candidate’s course meets curricular definitions of the course. This guidance provides an objective
source for criteria of instructional effectiveness since all faculty would have access to course
curriculum and its allowance of virtual modalities for instruction. Faculty who are candidates for
evaluation who have virtual instruction as part of their academic-year teaching assignments are
recommended to provide their evaluators with a narrative guide to their instructional materials in their
WPAF, descriptions of the nature of virtual instruction that would be observed in the evaluation cycle,
accounts of how their course meets curricular definitions for virtual instruction, and of the nature of
their training in the development and delivery of virtual instruction.
Impact on Existing Policy
Policies in UFPP supersede any conflicting college or department policies. Colleges and departments
wishing to implement additional policies on observation of instruction or guidance about evaluating
virtual instruction need to place those policies in chapter 8 of their personnel policy documents.
Implementation
The establishment of UFPP by the Academic Senate obliges the Colleges and Library to restructure their
faculty personnel policy documents into the same chapter division as UFPP. When the Academic Senate
approves changes to UFPP and when those changes are ratified by the President, the Colleges and the
Library will now have a focused area of revised policy that they must consult and, if necessary, use to
revise their documents accordingly.
If approved in Spring these policies would go into effect for evaluations in the AY 2021-22 cycle.
Colleges and departments would need to update their personnel policies with any citations of UFPP
policies or statements of additional policies in conformity with UFPP 8.2 and 8.3.2 ahead of AY 202122.
Consultation with Faculty Units about UFPP
When proposing personnel policies, FAC consults with faculty units about the proposed change so the
faculty units may offer feedback on the proposal. FAC then considers this feedback when revising the
proposed policy and sending it to the Senate.
Faculty Affairs Committee, Spring 2021
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Proposed University Faculty Personnel Policies:
UFPP 8.2: Observation of Instruction, and
UFPP 8.3.2: Guidance for Evaluation of Virtual Instruction
For these proposals feedback from the colleges will be gathered as the proposal also enters the Senate
workflow. Feedback from the colleges can be directed to FAC or channeled through Senators as the
policy undergoes standard Senate review.
What follows is the proposed text of the subchapters…

Faculty Affairs Committee, Spring 2021
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Adopted:
ACADEMIC SENATE
Of
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, CA
AS-___-21
RESOLUTION ON SCHEDULING ONLINE ASSESSMENTS
Impact on Existing Policy: None
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

WHEREAS: The COVID-19 pandemic necessitated a transition to online
instruction and since March of 2020 most exams, quizzes and other types of
assessments have been conducted online; and
WHEREAS, Cal Poly strives to create an equitable educational environment which
aims to avoid disadvantaging some students compared to others; and
WHEREAS: Some students have been required to complete online assessments at
a date and time that is not during a regularly scheduled class meeting and/or within
a short assessment availability window; and
WHEREAS: Some classes scheduled for asynchronous online delivery are
requiring students to take assessments synchronously at a specific date and time
and/or with a short assessment availability window; and
WHEREAS: These practices create conflicts for students when they are required
to complete an assessment at the same time they have a scheduled class meeting for
another course and/or other scheduled obligations; therefore be it
RESOLVED: The scheduling of assessments administered online will align with the
guidance provided in the “Policy for Scheduling Assessments Administered Online”,
and be it further
RESOLVED:

The policy will be effective 21 June 2021.

Proposed by: the Academic Senate Instruction Committee
Date: May 11, 2021
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Policy for Scheduling of Online Assessments
Background
Prior to the rapid transition to online instruction necessitated by the COVID-19 pandemic, most
exams, quizzes and other types of assessment were administered in person during regularly
scheduled class meetings; the final exam was administered during the scheduled final exam
time. Since March of 2020, most assessments have been conducted online. While Cal Poly
plans to return to predominantly in-person instruction for the 2021-22 academic year, we
anticipate that online assessments will be used more frequently than in the pre-pandemic era.
When most Cal Poly classes were scheduled to meet in-person, students were better able to plan
their schedules so that other responsibilities would not conflict with their classes and the
assessments given in those classes. Since the switch to online instruction, some students have
been required to complete online assessments, at times with a short assessment availability
window, outside of the regularly scheduled class time. Some classes scheduled for asynchronous
online delivery have required students to take assessments synchronously at a specific date and
time within a short assessment availability window. In some instances, the assessment
availability window has been as short as 30 – 60 minutes. These practices have created conflicts
for students required to complete an assessment at the same time that they had other scheduled
obligations such as a scheduled class meeting for another course, employment, family care
responsibilities, or a school-related event. This could compromise student success if students
have to choose between taking their quiz, or missing another class, or having to take time off of
work.
Faculty can avoid creating these conflicts by adhering to the following policy.

Policy
Availability Window Definition
For the purposes of this policy, the assessment availability window is the time period during
which a student can choose to complete an exam, quiz, or other assessment. This is not the
sameas the time limit for the assessment. For instance, an exam with a 90-minute time limit to
complete, could be available from Monday at 6 AM until Tuesday at 6 PM. The student could start
the exam anytime in the 36-hour assessment availability window, but would have to finish
within 90 minutes of beginning the exam.

During the Instructional Period (Not including Finals Week)
1. For classes with a scheduled meeting time, assessments administered online must be
offered during the regularly scheduled class meeting time or have an assessment
availability window of at least 24 hours; assessment availability windows can include
weekend days, but at least 24 hours of the window must be on a weekday.
2. For classes without a scheduled meeting time, assessments administered online
must have an assessment availability window of at least 24 hours; assessment
availability windows can include weekend days, but at least 24 hours of the
window must be on a weekday.
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3. Faculty are strongly encouraged to increase the assessment availability window
for online assessments to 36-48 hours; at least 24 of those hours must be on a
weekday.
4. The date and time of final assessments that are given during the final week of
instruction (for lab courses, activity courses, and 1-unit lecture courses) must be
included in the syllabus.

During Finals Week
1. This section of the policy does not apply to the final assessments for lab courses, activity
courses, and 1-unit lecture courses, as these assessments are usually given during the final
week of instruction. See the section above entitled During the Instructional Period (Not
including Finals Week) instead.
2. For classes with a scheduled meeting time, final assessments administered online must be
offered during the time posted in the final exam schedule or have an assessment availability
window of at least 48 hours during final exam week (Monday-Friday). The day and time of
the final assessment or the assessment availability window for the final assessments must
be included in the syllabus.
3. For classes without a scheduled meeting time, final assessments administered online must
have an assessment availability window of at least 48 hours during final exam week
(Monday-Friday) and the assessment availability window for the final assessment must be
included in the syllabus.
4. Faculty are strongly encouraged to increase the assessment availability window for
online final assessments to 72 hours or more.
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Adopted:
ACADEMIC SENATE
of
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, CA
AS-___-21
RESOLUTION TO DISPLAY SUSTAINABILITY COURSES IN THE CATALOG
Impact on Existing Policy: None.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

WHEREAS, Resolution AS-688-09, “Resolution on Sustainability Learning Objectives”, defines Cal
Poly’s Sustainability Learning Objectives; and
WHEREAS, Resolution AS-787-14, “Resolution on Sustainability,” directs the Academic Senate
Sustainability Committee to develop a list of classes based on a revised Senate accepted
assessment process that meet the Sustainability Learning Objectives; and
WHEREAS, Resolution AS-792-15, “Resolution on Approving Assessment Process for Courses
Meeting Sustainability Learning Objectives,” identifies the process used to identify
courses listed in the Sustainability Catalog (SUSCAT) now found online at
http://suscat.calpoly.edu/; and
WHEREAS, Resolution AS-887-20, “Resolution on Adding Sustainability Option to Schedule
Builder,” supported by ASI Board of Directors Endorsement #20-02 passed the Senate
on February 11, 2020 and awaits implementation; and
WHEREAS, The 2014 CSU Sustainability Policy states, “The CSU will seek to further integrate
sustainability into the academic curriculum working within the normal campus
consultative process;” and
WHEREAS, CSU and other campuses use systems to visually identify sustainability courses in their
course catalogs or online registration systems; and
WHEREAS, The Cal Poly catalog database already includes sustainability course attributes; and
WHEREAS, The Second Nature Climate Commitment and the Association for the Advancement of
Sustainability in Higher Education/Sustainability Tracking, Assessment & Rating
System (AASHE/STARS) programs include curriculum components; therefore be it
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate recommends identifying Sustainability Focused and
Sustainability Related courses in all catalog versions beginning Fall 2021; and be it
further
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate recommends adding to Schedule Builder a “Show
Sustainability Classes” option to at least one of the Filter Options or Course Options.
Proposed by: Sustainability Committee
Date:
May 11, 2021

37

Adopted:
ACADEMIC SENATE
Of
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, CA
AS-____-21
RESOLUTION ON CREATION OF NEW DEPARTMENT FOR COMPUTER ENGINEERING
Impact on Existing Policy: 1 NONE.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

WHEREAS,

Computer Engineering is currently an interdepartmental program, sponsored
jointly by Computer Science and Software Engineering (CSSE) and Electrical
Engineering (EE), within the College of Engineering (CENG); and

WHEREAS,

The College of Engineering (CENG) has identified several benefits for elevating the
shared program into a new department called the Computer Engineering
Department; and

WHEREAS,

The benefits and the structure of the new department are provided in the
attachment to this resolution; and

WHEREAS,

This change in status and name has been approved and endorsed by the Computer
Engineering, Computer Science and Software Engineering, and Electrical
Engineering department chairs/program directors and the CENG Dean; and

WHEREAS,

Approval for elevating this program into a new department has been given by all
college Deans and the Provost; therefore be it

RESOLVED:

That the Academic Senate of California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo
approve the creation of a new CENG department, the Computer Engineering
Department.
Proposed by: Computer Engineering Program
Date: April 6, 2021

1

(1) Describe how this resolution impacts existing policy on educational matters that affect the
faculty. Examples include curricula, academic personnel policies, and academic standards.
(2) Indicate if this resolution supersedes or rescinds current resolutions.
(3) If there is no impact on existing policy, please indicate NONE.
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Supporting Material for CPE Department Resolution
Overview
We propose a reorganization to transition Computer Engineering from a program to a department.
Reorganization will allow the department to better serve its students by: improving student identity,
sense of belonging, and connectedness; enabling an agile curriculum to better prepare graduates; and
increasing the number of faculty dedicated to stewarding the department. Establishing a new
department will empower Computer Engineering to realize its commitment to the following vision of
culture, community, collaboration, and support:
•

•

•

•

•

•

The Computer Engineering Department is a place that supports diversity in race, gender,
sexuality, ability, class, and other social identities (in all their combinations) in a manner that
transcends current institutional structures.
The Computer Engineering Department is a place in which all find community, and where there
are support structures that connect students with their peers, that provide mentoring between
faculty and students, and that promote collaborative work between faculty. The Computer
Engineering Department is a place where each of us can say, “I belong here.”
The Computer Engineering Department’s faculty follows a distributed leadership model where
all members are leaders in their own way. Faculty trusts in and actively backs each other as
leaders. The department values the interdisciplinarity of faculty within and beyond CPE.
The Computer Engineering Department is a place where if one encounters an unjust barrier, it is
the system that yields. We acknowledge the immense cultural wealth that people bring with
them to the Computer Engineering Department and we strive to act in a manner to ensure that
wealth is valued and celebrated.
The Computer Engineering Department is a place where all understand and value Computer
Engineering being more than a sum of the traditional fields from which it grew. The Computer
Engineering Department is a place that has insight into societal needs and is agile to adapt to
address those needs from a critical theory orientation.
The Computer Engineering Department is a place from which industry continues to seek new
hires; they value our students’ technical expertise, and, of equal importance, seek out our
students because of their diversity in body and voice, because of their ability to negotiate
complexity and ambiguity, and because of their capacity, agency, and inclination for change. Our
graduates pursue graduate studies and work in nonprofits and educational organizations in
increasingly greater numbers.

Background
The Computer Engineering (CPE) Program was established in 1988 to support an interdisciplinary major
in Computer Engineering, sponsored jointly from inception by the Computer Science and Software
Engineering (CSSE) and Electrical Engineering (EE) departments, within the College of Engineering
(CENG). The CPE program is designed to facilitate a holistic study of the design and implementation of
computing systems to positively impact society. Computer Engineering is the comprehension and
management of the complexity of computing systems as a whole transcending the aggregation of
hardware and software components. The development of computing systems requires, broadly, efficient
management of potentially limited resources, interaction with the environment external to the system,
implementation of safeguards to recover from faults, and an intentional account for the impact of the
system on the user and on society.
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The Computer Engineering major is administered by the CPE director with support from one
Administrative Support Coordinator and the CPE council with membership drawn from the CSSE and EE
departments. The program’s average enrollment and degrees awarded over the past five years are 493
and 103, respectively, making it the sixth largest in the College of Engineering.
Rationale for a New Department
The Computer Engineering program is now a mature program educating students in a mature field of
study. Becoming a department will enable CPE to control its destiny through strategic initiatives, the
curriculum, and processes.
Transitioning from a program to a department benefits CPE students in the following ways:
• The CPE department will have greater curricular autonomy to design a more integrated
computer engineering curriculum. CPE students will then be better positioned for industry and
will better understand the complexity, nuance, and breadth of computer engineering.
• Establishing a CPE department will improve the sense of identity and community among CPE
students by establishing clear associations among a set of faculty dedicated to service to the CPE
department and to the CPE students.
• Improvements in the major identity and community will improve student engagement while at
Cal Poly (a positive for retention) and after graduation.
Transitioning from a program to a department benefits the CPE faculty and department in the following
ways:
• With the CPE faculty better able to focus their service activities, the needs of the department
and the CPE major will be better supported through both curriculum development and the RPT
process.
• The CPE department will be better positioned to modify the curriculum as the field evolves in
order to remain current, exciting, and engaging to students.
• As a department, CPE can be more intentional and agile about how it grows with respect to
classes offered, areas of research, and faculty recruitment.
Process to Establish the New CPE Department
This process has involved all of the CSSE, CPE and EE faculty and staff, through multiple open forums
with an outside moderator, department discussions, discussions at retreats, a six-month working group
facilitated by an outside moderator, and a follow-on task force. In addition to these opportunities to
provide input, Dean Fleischer maintained an open-door policy, meeting with numerous faculty and staff
1:1. There were additional opportunities to provide anonymous feedback through online survey
instruments.
In the winter of 2019, the Dean convened a Working Group to examine the potential for reorganization
involving the CPE program, the CSSE department, and the EE department. Working Group membership
included faculty from the program and both departments, the program director and both department
chairs, a representative from the college dean’s office and was led by an outside facilitator. The working
group examined several possible reorganizations, the advantages and disadvantages of each, gathered
input from all stakeholders, and presented its findings to the Dean. Upon reviewing the findings, and in
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unanimous agreement with the CPE program director and CSSE and EE department chairs, the Dean
decided to transition CPE from a program to a department.
In the winter of 2020, the Dean convened a CPE Task Force to design and plan the transition from
program to department. Task Force membership included the CPE program director, faculty from the
program and both departments, a lecturer, and a staff representative. It oversaw the creation of
structures and policies necessary for a functioning department.
Resource Implications of a new Computer Engineering Department
Many of the resources to support the new department are already in place or secured. There
are currently 16 tenure-line faculty (eight full-time faculty equivalent) associated with the CPE Program
and we expect most of them to maintain their affiliation in one form or another. Overall, we anticipate
that the creation of the CPE department is a resource-neutral activity.
Department Chair
The makeup of the faculty will be reorganized in the new department under a Department Chair.
Faculty
We anticipate meeting the faculty needs for the new department in a number of ways. First,
faculty within the EE and CSSE departments engaged in CPE Program work will have the opportunity to
move all or part of their tenure-line appointment to the new department via a process approved by the
Dean of the College of Engineering. Second, faculty within the EE and CSSE departments engaged in CPE
Program work will have the opportunity to establish Memoranda of Understanding (MOU). Each such
faculty member’s MOU will establish the division of teaching, professional development, and service
responsibilities between the CPE department and a second department, dependent on the home of
their tenure.
Staff
We believe that the support staff required for the new department are currently in place. This includes
administrative support staff and technical support staff. Currently, the program is supported by a single
ASC I.
Budget
The college currently supports the CPE program with a Director position, Administrative Support
Coordinator, and additional items such as course offerings and laboratories through the CSSE and EE
departments. A constraint on transitioning CPE from a program to a department was that the change be
budget-neutral. The Dean, CPE program director, and CSSE and EE department chairs will adjust existing
budgets to support the needs of the CPE department.
Space
The CPE Program has existing office space for the Department Chair and the Administrative Support
Coordinator; this space will carry over to the CPE Department. In addition, the college has designated
laboratory and research space currently allocated to the EE and CSSE departments that will transition to
the CPE department. Faculty that transition to the CPE department will maintain their current office
spaces.
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Executive Committee of the Academic Senate Report
Computer Engineering Department Proposal
3 pages

April 15, 2021

Preamble:
As advised by the Chair of the Academic Senate and Provost’s Office, and guided by procedures
outlined on the Academic Planning and Personnel website (APP1), on April 6, 2021 the Director
of the Computer Engineering (CPE) Program presented to the Executive Committee (EC) of the
Academic Senate (AS) a proposal to reorganize the current CPE Program into a CPE
Department.
Presented with the proposal, the EC is charged with providing this report indicating if the EC
agrees the proposal is “non-contentious.” If the EC does not agree the proposal is “noncontentious,” and requires more information than Items 2A and 2B, it is to label the proposal
“contentious.” As per APP1, these designations determine the pathway to agenizing the proposal
to the floor of the AS.
The EC discussed this matter in detail in closed session on April 6, April 9, and April 13, 2021.
Below, the “affected departments/programs” and “affected faculty” refer to Electrical
Engineering (EE), Computer Science and Software Engineering (CSSE), and the current CPE
Program.

Report:
The EC thanks the CPE Director and collaborators for the proposal. Obviously, considerable
work and effort has gone into this process spanning several years and we thank all the
stakeholders for their thoughtful and substantive efforts.
While the proposal has non-contentious aspects, the EC feels the proposal requires additional
information that must be addressed before it is presented to the AS, so cannot be labeled
formally non-contentious by the language of APP1. Very broadly, the proposal requires: 1) more
evidence of transparent consultation with all faculty in affected programs; 2) a clearer outline of
curricular impact on the affected programs; and 3) a clearer outline of the budgetary and
associated personnel impact on the affected programs.
In that light, the EC would like to offer a couple paths forward to obtain the required elements of
the proposal. The EC advocates for the Flexible Pathway (A) to allow for additional information
gathering while still providing a timely path to the AS floor:
A. Flexible Pathway: If the following information under Proposal Addenda is provided to
augment the current proposal, and the EC is satisfied all elements of the request were
provided, the proposal can be agendized as a resolution to the AS in First Reading during
the Spring of 2021 on the Flexible Timeline outlined below. This augmented proposal
would then be included as supplemental material in the resolution as presented to the AS.
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Executive Committee of the Academic Senate Report
Computer Engineering Department Proposal
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April 15, 2021

B. Formal Contentious Pathway: If the Flexible Pathway above is not agreeable, the last
Information to EC deadline is missed on the Flexible Timeline, or the augmented
proposal is still incomplete as viewed by the EC, the EC must label the proposal
“contentious” in a formal sense based on the language of APP1 and will follow the
Formal Contentious Pathway as outlined in Item 4 on APP1. The proposers may also
choose to select the Formal Contentious Pathway directly by the Information to EC
deadline on the Flexible Timeline.

Proposal Addenda:
“Items” refer to the elements in APP1:
1.1. Access to Documents: The Director of CPE indicated to the AS Chair that a larger set of
documents were available as part of the CPE Department development process but were not
provide to the EC as part of the presented proposal at the direction of the AS Chair. The EC
requests access to this additional content. This content would not appear as supplemental
material in the resolution but would be available to the AS and EC for review online (e.g. on
OneDrive) at their discretion.
1.2. Item 2C: “A detailed account of the proposed administrative and curricular changes.”
1.2.1. Complete list of courses that will be housed and controlled by CPE outlined in two
categories: core courses and service courses.
1.2.2. Evidence that the above lists were presented to the EE and CSSE departments and
approved in accordance with the bylaws of the respective departments (e.g., minutes and
qualitative vote data).
1.2.3. A statement that presents the criteria used to decide if courses will be moved from either
the EE or CSSE to the proposed CPE department.
1.2.4. Evidence that the above criteria have been approved by the majority of the tenured
faculty in EE and CSSE.
1.2.5. Provide a more detailed budget as it pertains to administrative support (one ASC 1 seems
rather understaffed) as well as administrative, faculty, and curricular budget lines.
1.3. Item 2D: “Compelling evidence to support the financial benefits the proposed reorganization
relative to leaving the existing program unchanged.” The following could be provided in the
support letter from the Dean or in the formal proposal:
1.3.1. In light of EE and CSSE losing faculty locally to CPE in a college-level budget-neutral
environment, include a five-year budget projection for hiring in CPE, EE, and CSSE.
1.3.2. In particular, a clear case of the budget impact of how the hiring needs of CPE will affect
the urgent and immediate hiring needs of EE and CSSE.
1.4. Item 2E: “An explanation of the probable effects of the proposed changes on accreditations,” in
particular in the context of Accreditation Board for Engineering & Technology (ABET) for both
EE and CSSE (for non-confidential data):
1.4.1. Outline the section about affected faculty as written in the most recent ABET reports.
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1.4.2. Provide the comments reported by the ABET evaluators regarding faculty and future
needs and concerns.
1.5. Item 2G: “The number of students, the number of faculty at each rank, and the number of staff
at each rank involved in the affected academic programs or units, and the most probable
way(s) the proposed changes will affect them, including an account of how faculty and staff
duties will change as a result of the proposed changes.” Some of this is already discussed in the
proposal, but more clarity would be helpful on these two points:
1.5.1.The number of faculty at each rank from EE and CSSE that will move to CPE.
1.5.2. Indicate how the duties of each faculty will change.
1.5.3. A clear description of the vetting process by which faculty may move to the CPE
department from EE or CSSE.

Flexible Timeline (Spring 2021):
Information to EC
T April 20
T May 11

Earliest Agendized to AS
T April 27
T May 18

Earliest AS First Reading
T May 4
T May 25

Note: The trajectory to Second Reading cannot be guaranteed and is based on the parliamentary
procedures of the AS and subject to uncertainty. Past practice of the AS dictates if a resolution
on the senate floor is not adopted by the final AS meeting of the academic year (June 1, 2021),
the resolution will need to be re-agendized by the EC into the AS for the following academic
year (AY2021-2022 in the Fall of 2021).

Reference:
APP1: https://academicprograms.calpoly.edu/content/reorganization-academic-programs-andacademic-units-and-suspension-programs
AS-715-10

APP Program
Reorganization
Pathway
Schematic
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Computer Engineering Department Proposal Response to the Executive Committee Report
4/20/2021
(4/28/2021 – Original appendices moved to shared OneDrive folder)
1.1. Access to Documents: The Director of CPE indicated to the AS Chair that a larger set of documents
were available as part of the CPE Department development process but were not provide to the EC as
part of the presented proposal at the direction of the AS Chair. The EC requests access to this
additional content. This content would not appear as supplemental material in the resolution but
would be available to the AS and EC for review online (e.g. on OneDrive) at their discretion.
We placed relevant materials in a folder on OneDrive for you to reference. The folder includes: an Excel
spreadsheet containing an overall timeline listing most activities and events over the past few
years; and salient documentation highlighting our process over that timeframe. The timeline spreadsheet
also contains direct links to the supporting documents. This folder also includes current drafts of various
Task Force documents (e.g., Shared Course Management (course list), draft MOU for joint appointments)
and supporting documentation.

1.2. Item 2C: “A detailed account of the proposed administrative and curricular changes.”
1.2.1. Complete list of courses that will be housed and controlled by CPE outlined in two
categories: core courses and service courses.
The complete list of courses (Shared Course Management) can be found in this folder on OneDrive . During
the process to develop this course list, the Task Force explicitly prioritized fostering and maintaining
collaborative efforts in course evolution for all courses considered “shared” between CPE and another
department. The Task Force and the CSSE and EE departments are initiating such efforts through
collaborative scheduling and periodic joint curriculum committee meetings across departments. With
respect to curriculum, each department will have autonomy to choose the courses required in their
curriculum (i.e., the courses and categorization in the curriculum sheets). Any changes to a course on that
curriculum sheet, whether required or optional, will go through the standard course inventory
management system process. The Task Force therefore recommends establishing a collaborative course
modification review process prior to the submission of proposals through the course inventory
management system. The goal is to establish a communal feedback process even when a course is
officially housed in a single department.
Please refer to this folder on OneDrive for the proposed CPE/CSSE/EE Shared Course Management list,
which contains:
• the rationale behind creating the course list (find greater detail in 1.2.3)
• a summary of the number of required courses in CPE, CSC, EE, and SE taught by CPE, CSSE, and
EE in the current two-department and one-program structure; and in the proposed threedepartment structure
• the course list organized by degree program, indicating required/elective status, proposed home
(indicating shift as applicable), proposed new cross-listing, and CourseLeaf management system
info

46

1.2.2. Evidence that the above lists were presented to the EE and CSSE departments and
approved in accordance with the bylaws of the respective departments (e.g., minutes and qualitative
vote data).
Discussions and votes about the proposed CPE courses took place on the dates below (partial list). Please
refer to this folder on OneDrive for Email Documentation and Minutes of items marked with an *asterisk
and highlighted in bold:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

2/7/2020: CPE Council - Signature areas for CPE defined
3/6/2020: CPE Council - Discussion on first Task Force draft of CPE courses. Feedback: value of
having service courses, security, OS vs RTOS, circuits/electronics/357/service courses
5/11/2020: Course list discussion with systems area faculty in CPE/CSSE/EE
5/22/2020: CPE Council - Task Force discussion on CPE vision, faculty selection process, course
list
6/5/2020: CPE Council - Discussion on Task Force draft documents
6/12/2020: CPE Council - Task Force documents update
9/18/2020: CPE Council - Task Force document update, discussion, and explicit request for
feedback
10/2020: Task Force presentations to CSSE and EE departments
11/12/2020: Task Force meets with embedded systems faculty to discuss appropriate homes for
relevant courses
1/8/2021: CPE Council - Task Force drafted resolution and supporting document
*1/8/2021: Task Force email to CSSE and EE leadership distributing draft CPE Course List
*1/8/2021: Email from Dale Dolan (EE assistant chair) to EE faculty distributing draft CPE
Course List
*1/9/2021: Email from Chris Lupo (CSSE chair) to CSSE faculty distributing draft CPE Course List
*1/11/21: EE Department Curriculum Committee CPE Course List discussion
1/15/2021: CPE Council - CPE academic senate resolution update and CPE department vote
(online)
*1/19/21: EE Department Curriculum Committee CPE Course List discussion
1/29/2021: CPE Council – report on CPE department vote: 12 yes, 2 no
2/3/2021: Discussion of proposed course list at CSSE department meeting
*2/8/21: EE Department Curriculum Committee CPE Course List discussion
2/10/2021: Discussion of proposed course list at CSSE department meeting
*2/22/21: EE Department Curriculum Committee CPE Course List discussion
2/24/2021: Discussion of proposed course list at CSSE department meeting
2/26/2021: CPE Council - Task Force update and request for feedback
*3/1/21: EE Department Curriculum Committee CPE Course List discussion
*3/8/21: EE Department Curriculum Committee CPE Course List discussion
3/25/2021: Email from Elizabeth Lowham (EE assistant chair) to EE faculty announcing Spring EE
department meeting schedule – scheduled CPE course list discussion for 4/7/2021
*3/29/21: EE Department Curriculum Committee CPE Course List discussion
*4/5/21: EE Department Curriculum Committee CPE Course List discussion
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

*4/7/2021: Email from Dale Dolan (EE assistant chair) to EE faculty announcing EE department
discussion and vote on draft CPE Course List
*4/7/2021: EE department meeting minutes containing vote on course list (approved)
4/9/2021: CPE Council - CPE department proposal Executive Committee presentation update
*4/12/21: EE Department Curriculum Committee CPE Course List discussion
*4/16/2021: Email from Chris Lupo (CSSE chair) to CSSE faculty announcing CSSE department
discussion and vote on draft CPE Course List
4/19/2021: CPE curriculum committee unanimously endorsed the proposed CPE course list
*4/19/2021: CSSE department meeting minutes containing vote on course list (approved)
* Note: all EE department curriculum committee agendas/notes for all nine (9) meetings in
which the course list was discussed are contained in a single grouping at the end of the Email
Documentation and Minutes in this folder on OneDrive. The dates are 1/11, 1/19, 2/8, 2/22,
3/1, 3/8, 3/29, 4/5, 4/12 in 2021

1.2.3. A statement that presents the criteria used to decide if courses will be moved from
either the EE or CSSE to the proposed CPE department.
Currently, the CPE degree curriculum includes courses under the CPE, CSC, and EE prefixes. In order to
determine which courses would make sense to move to the CPE department, a detailed review
commenced in the Winter 2020 quarter with many different stakeholders. This process began within the
CPE task force with the definition of a set of guiding principles. These guideline principles specified that
each course considered for the CPE department should exhibit:
• Alignment with the existing core CPE degree curriculum
• Alignment with the field of computer engineering
• Alignment with the CPE department vision
• Alignment with curricular areas CPE anticipates it will be able to staff
• Alignment with areas of strategic interest/potential growth for CPE
Following the definition of these guiding principles, the CPE task force began to populate a list of courses
to be housed in the CPE department. The task force revised this list based on discussions and feedback
from the CPE council. The task force then held discussions with the faculty teams who teach those courses
for their insights and feedback. These faculty teams included the course coordinators and primary
instructors for EE and CSSE courses in the security, embedded systems, systems, and architecture/parallel
& distributed areas.
Following these meetings, the Task Force met to incorporate the feedback from the CPE, CSSE, and EE
faculty and to develop the proposed course list. The direct faculty input was critical to developing the list
of draft courses. With this list of draft courses in hand, the Task Force met with the CSSE and EE leadership,
primarily Chris Lupo and Dale Dolan, as well as Dean Fleischer for their input and analysis of the proposed
course list. In particular, this discussion addressed those courses on which the Task Force received
conflicting feedback. The input from the department leadership was critical for those cases. This led to
the development of the draft list of courses that was presented to the CSSE and EE departments. It is
important to note that Aaron Keen (CENG Curriculum Committee Chair) served on the CPE Task Force and
provided curricular insight throughout the process.

48

As an example, what follows is an overview of the process applied to courses in the security area. We met
with security faculty to discuss the entire list of security classes. The security faculty were able to clearly
segment all security courses between CPE and CSSE except one: CPE 321 (currently housed in CSSE). The
general consensus was that this course could go either way and had different flavors based on who taught
the class. One faculty member felt it should move to CPE so the Task Force put it on the proposed CPE
course list. Once that list was distributed, we received questions about whether the course should move
to CPE or not. The discussion continued over email with the feeling the course was slightly more CSSE than
CPE (with one person indicating 52% CSSE). The Task Force moved the course off the proposed list and it
will stay in CSSE.
The final list of proposed courses was voted on and approved by the EE department on 4/7/21 and CSSE
department on 4/19/21.
1.2.4. Evidence that the above criteria have been approved by the majority of the tenured
faculty in EE and CSSE.
While both the EE and CSSE departments reviewed, discussed and voted on the course lists, these votes
were not separated out by faculty standing (lecturer, probationary, tenured). This is not typical in either
department. Nor did the votes explicitly lay out any criteria for approval. Instead, each faculty member
was able to apply their own criteria to their votes.
Per APP policy and AS-715-10, we did not see a vote on criteria as a required step for our proposal. Our
process for generating the course list was more involved than applying a strict set of criteria. As described
in 1.2.3, it was a combination of guiding principles, direct input from faculty who teach courses in the
areas under consideration, feedback from CPE/CSSE/EE faculty, and feedback from CSSE and EE
department leadership.
1.2.5. Provide a more detailed budget as it pertains to administrative support (one ASC 1
seems rather understaffed) as well as administrative, faculty, and curricular budget lines.
For details with respect to 1.2.5, please refer to the letter from Dean Fleischer dated 4/20/2021.

1.3. Item 2D: “Compelling evidence to support the financial benefits the proposed reorganization
relative to leaving the existing program unchanged.” The following could be provided in the support
letter from the Dean or in the formal proposal:
1.3.1. In light of EE and CSSE losing faculty locally to CPE in a college-level budget-neutral
environment, include a five-year budget projection for hiring in CPE, EE, and CSSE.
1.3.2. In particular, a clear case of the budget impact of how the hiring needs of CPE will affect
the urgent and immediate hiring needs of EE and CSSE.
For 1.3 (Item 2D), please refer to the letter from Dean Fleischer dated 4/20/2021.

1.4. Item 2E: “An explanation of the probable effects of the proposed changes on accreditations,” in
particular in the context of Accreditation Board for Engineering & Technology (ABET) for both EE and
CSSE (for non-confidential data):
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It is important to note that ABET accredits degree programs, not departments. Therefore, future ABET
accreditations of all four BS degree programs (Electrical Engineering, Computer Engineering, Computer
Science, and Software Engineering) with courses taught by potential faculty members of an independent
CPE department would only be affected by changes in curriculum, assessment methods and results,
continuous improvement processes, available facilities and budgets, and the number and quality of faculty
who teach in the program.
At a high level, the College of Engineering ABET Coordinator, Associate Dean Eric Mehiel, works with all
programs across the six-year review cycle. He provides guidance and assistance to all program ABET
coordinators, the individuals who lead the accreditation process in each program. The ABET coordinators
for the current review cycle that is nearing its completion are Lynne Slivovsky (CPE), Zachary Peterson
(CSC and SE), and Wayne Pilkington (EE). They have coordinated their review efforts in this cycle and we
have every expectation that these individuals, and faculty who hold these positions in the future, will
continue to coordinate and support each other, the three departments, and the college as a whole.
The ABET coordinators for CPE (Lynne Slivovsky) and EE (Wayne Pilkington) both served on the CPE Task
Force, with Wayne Pilkington also serving on the CPE Working Group, and provided insight and guidance
with respect to accreditation during our work.
1.4.1. Outline the section about affected faculty as written in the most recent ABET reports.
The College of Engineering ABET Coordinator maintains an overall self-study (i.e., ABET report) template
to provide consistency across the programs and to support the individual program coordinators in writing
their self-studies. Therefore, the same types of material are found in the CPE, CSC, EE, and SE reports. The
reports address all eight ABET criteria. Faculty factor into many of them as they play a role in, for example,
defining and revising Program Educational Objectives (Criterion 2.), assessing Student Outcomes
(Criterion 3.), and participating in the Continuous Improvement process (Criterion 4.). Criterion 6 outlines
expectations for program faculty. The following are the ABET accreditation criteria for program faculty:
Criterion 6. Faculty
The program must demonstrate that the faculty members are of sufficient number and they have
the competencies to cover all of the curricular areas of the program. There must be sufficient
faculty to accommodate adequate levels of student-faculty interaction, student advising and
counseling, university service activities, professional development, and interactions with
industrial and professional practitioners, as well as employers of students.
The program faculty must have appropriate qualifications and must have and demonstrate
sufficient authority to ensure the proper guidance of the program and to develop and implement
processes for the evaluation, assessment, and continuing improvement of the program. The
overall competence of the faculty may be judged by such factors as education, diversity of
backgrounds, engineering experience, teaching effectiveness and experience, ability to
communicate, enthusiasm for developing more effective programs, level of scholarship,
participation in professional societies, and licensure as Professional Engineers.
All four degree programs demonstrate their proficiency by documenting the following in a combination
of narrative and tables:
• Faculty Qualifications, including areas of expertise, education, and experience
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•
•
•
•
•

Faculty Workload, including distributions of teaching/research/other and percentage of time
devoted to the program
Faculty Size, including details on student involvement on industry projects, relationships
between faculty and student clubs, students interactions with external partners, advising, and
service
Professional Development activities, including support from the CTLT, ORED (now R-EDGE), and
the Grants Development Office
Statements about Faculty Responsibilities and Diversity, including inclusive hiring guidelines
A complete listing of Faculty Vitae

1.4.2. Provide the comments reported by the ABET evaluators regarding faculty and future
needs and concerns.
Cal Poly had its site visit (virtual accreditation visit) in Fall 2020. The accreditation team provides initial
feedback in an Exit Statement, followed by a mid-year interim report, and the process will not be complete
until the final report is received this coming summer of 2021. Cal Poly has opportunities to respond to
the draft statements and reports during the year. The program evaluators noted concerns with respect to
faculty numbers in their mid-year draft reports (confidential) for the computer engineering program,
electrical engineering program, and software engineering program. No concern, weakness, or deficiency
with respect to faculty was noted by the program evaluators for the computer science program.
Note: these are DRAFT findings which may change based on the college’s official response and action plan
submitted to ABET this spring to address any program concerns, weaknesses, and/or deficiencies.
Attention to these concerns, and all aspects of successful accreditation, are of strategic importance to the
CSSE and EE departments, the CPE program, and the College of Engineering. The college takes all
identified concerns and weaknesses seriously. The formation of a CPE department with the expected
transfer of faculty from the CSSE and EE departments to full participation or joint appointment in the CPE
department will have no direct impact on the concerns raised by the EE ABET evaluator. The same courses
in the EE and CPE curricula that are currently taught by EE and EE/CPE, CSC/CPE, and CSSE faculty will
continue to be taught in the future by the same faculty; whether tenured, tenure-track, or lecturer. We
expect that many current CPE faculty will maintain their joint appointments, resulting in further
consistency. The formation of the CPE department neither helps nor worsens the issue that a significant
number of course sections are necessarily taught in all four programs (EE, CPE, CSC, SE) by lecturers in
order to meet student demand for courses so that students can make adequate and timely degree
progress. Formation of independent departments will not affect the number of students in each program
that must be mentored and advised, the curriculum requirements of each program, or the number of
senior projects that must be supervised. The tenure density and need for additional T/TT faculty of the
EE, CPE, CSC, and SE programs/departments is an independent issue that needs to be addressed to the
satisfaction of future ABET evaluators with or without the formation of an independent CPE department.
As noted in her 4/20/2021 letter, Dean Fleischer is committed to maintaining and potentially growing
faculty numbers which will address the identified concerns, and over the past few years twice approved
searches in the EE department, although both searches failed. Searches are expected to be reauthorized
in the near future, particularly in light of recently announced retirements. Three searches are ongoing in
the CSSE department and will address recent losses in the software engineering degree program. The
restructuring to a department should help address the concern in CPE which deals with student-faculty
interaction and student advising. Currently CPE student advising is provided only by the program director,
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and with the restructuring, additional faculty will be able to take on this role. Future hiring in all three
departments would be considered strategically for the college as indicated by Dean Fleischer.
To give further insight to the faculty concerns raised with CPE and EE, we will provide a comparison to
other programs in the college. Even with faculty departures for the CPE department, the faculties of the
EE and CSSE departments will remain large enough to successfully function, and much larger than the
smallest CENG departments. Among CENG departments, Materials Engineering (220 students) has four
probationary/tenured faculty, Industrial and Manufacturing Engineering (471 students) currently has nine
probationary/tenured faculty and Aerospace Engineering (470 students) has nine probationary/tenured
faculty. It is expected that both EE (736 students) and CSSE (990) will remain above these numbers (and
above the CPE faculty numbers) even with the new department formation, and as noted by Dean Fleischer
in her letter, hiring is ongoing or planned in both EE and CSSE.
1.5. Item 2G: “The number of students, the number of faculty at each rank, and the number of staff at
each rank involved in the affected academic programs or units, and the most probable way(s) the
proposed changes will affect them, including an account of how faculty and staff duties will change as
a result of the proposed changes.” Some of this is already discussed in the proposal, but more clarity
would be helpful on these two points:
1.5.1 Clarify the number of faculty at each rank from EE and CSSE that may move to CPE
Consistent with previous new department formations at Cal Poly, faculty affiliation with the new
department cannot be undertaken until the department is formed. As the new department is not formed,
and no faculty have had the opportunity to declare their intentions, it is premature to speculate at this
point about the intentions of individual faculty. However, it is expected that the faculty of the CPE
department will be formed through a combination of some EE and CSSE faculty moving tenure line homes,
and some EE and CSSE faculty choosing to take joint appointments with the new department. We expect
most, if not all, of these faculty are already involved with the CPE program.
All of the faculty expected to either move or take joint appointments already teach CPE courses in full or
part. The CPE affiliated faculty currently includes 16 probationary or tenured faculty who are officially
affiliated through the CPE program council, and several others who unofficially engage with the
department in various ways. Additionally, there are several full and part-time lecturers who teach CPE
courses.
It is expected that the new department will eventually have 7-10 FTE tenured/probationary faculty
members who will fulfill the teaching needs required to serve the CPE students along with the EE and CSSE
students who will also take cross-listed classes and potential service courses. This faculty size is consistent
with other CENG departments of the same student enrollment. As with other departments, teaching
needs will be fulfilled by a combination of probationary/tenured faculty and lecturers. No faculty will be
forced in any way to consider a tenure line move. All faculty will get to make the best decision for their
own careers with respect to their future affiliation(s) with CPE, CSSE, and/or EE.
1.5.2 Indicate how the duties of each faculty member will change
The roles of faculty are not expected to change when they move to the new department or accept a joint
appointment. Faculty will still be expected to teach, engage in research/scholarship and do departmental
service. For any individual faculty member, their research/scholarship is individually determined and will
not change with a change in tenure home or a joint appointment.
Teaching loads for the faculty who change their tenure line into CPE will support both the CPE curriculum
and service courses offered by CPE in support of the CSSE and EE curriculums. Faculty with joint
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appointments will teach both courses in support of the CPE curriculum and their home department
curriculum. This is not expected to lead to any significant teaching changes for any affected faculty as
they are all currently teaching a mix of CPE, CSSE and EE courses. Scheduling of courses will be done
collaboratively between CPE, CSSE, and EE, just as it currently occurs between departments that offer
service courses for each other. Of course, the individual courses that a faculty member teaches may vary
from quarter to quarter and year to year as the curriculum of all three departments evolves.
For those moving tenure lines to the new department, their service will be in support of CPE. In fact,
finding the time to do dedicated service to this degree program has been a serious struggle for the CPE
program faculty in the past, as most affiliated faculty have been doubled up in service to their home
department and the CPE program including such examples as having to attend two department/program
meetings each and every week for both their home department and the CPE program, and having to serve
on two curriculum committees. Having a dedicated and committed set of faculty who can give the CPE
degree program the attention that it needs with almost 500 enrolled students is a major advantage of the
new department structure.
Faculty who choose joint appointments with the CPE department will have MOUs negotiated with the two
department chairs that clearly spell out teaching and service expectations and eliminate any doubling of
service loads. It is clear that the CSSE and EE departments may need to adjust service roles within their
departments as a result, but the current situation of having faculty do double service is untenable and
must be addressed.
1.5.3 A clear description of the vetting process by which faculty may move to the CPE department from
EE or CSSE
The process of having faculty apply to change tenure home (or for a joint appointment) will be based on
the general process used whenever any Cal Poly faculty member wishes to change tenure home. This
process is not yet finalized, but the proposed outline is described below.
Faculty applying for a change of tenure home or a joint appointment will submit a letter of interest and a
CV to the faculty selection committee. The letter of interest will include a description of the faculty
members’ previous engagement with the CPE program; alignment with the proposed CPE department
vision, teaching and service needs; alignment of their research/scholarship with the computer engineering
field; how they expect to contribute to the department in the future; and motivation for the move.
Typically, when a faculty member changes tenure home, they would submit similar information to the
proposed new tenure home department, and their move would be subject to a vote of the tenured faculty
in the department they want to move to. In this case, the department does not exist, so there is no
existing faculty to perform this step in the process. Thus, we have reached out to Academic Personnel to
determine how best to proceed and they are vetting this process to ensure that it is fair and complies with
all regulations of the CBA. Academic Personnel recommends forming a small committee comprised of
faculty with relevant disciplinary interests, but with no intent to move tenure home or pursue a joint
appointment with the new CPE department. Our understanding is that this is the same method used with
the recent formation of the Interdisciplinary Studies in Liberal Arts department.
This committee will review the applications and make a recommendation on each application to Dean
Fleischer. Dean Fleischer will then review the recommendations and make her own independent
recommendation to Provost Jackson-Elmoore who will make the final decision. Dean Fleischer will form
the selection committee and two of three members are already identified. Prof. Wayne Pilkington from
the Electrical Engineering department and Prof. Aaron Keen from the Computer Science and Software
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Engineering department have both agreed to serve in this role. They both bring disciplinary expertise but
are not interested in moving to the new department in any role. They have each served as the EE
representative and the CSSE representative respectively on the CPE task force for the past year. A third
faculty representative will be identified from a different department in CENG in order to bring a diverse
perspective to the committee.
For any faculty requesting a joint appointment in CPE, an MOU based on other successful joint
appointments in CENG and developed with Academic Personnel will specify the details of the joint
appointment, e.g., teaching and service requirements between the two departments. This MOU will be
done in consultation with the faculty member, two department chairs, and dean who will all sign the
MOU. This is an important step to ensure the needs of the faculty member and two departments are
taken into consideration.
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CAL POLY
College of Engineering

Computer Engineering

March 15, 2021
Dear Members of the Academic Senate,
Thank you for your consideration of the proposed change from program to department for Computer
Engineering (CPE) that has been brought to you by the faculty of the CPE program. The program has been
offered and stewarded as a joint program by the Computer Science and Software Engineering (CSSE)
department and the Electrical Engineering (EE) department since its creation 32 years ago. Over that
time, the program has grown along with the ever-changing field of computer engineering.
In 2018, faculty from the Computer Engineering program approached leadership in CSSE, EE, and the
College of Engineering (CENG) about how to best position the program for success in the future. After a
comprehensive, thoughtful, and inclusive process, we are proposing this transition from program to
department.
The CPE faculty are dedicated to providing our students with an impactful and transformative educational
experience at Cal Poly and recognize this will best be accomplished in the future as a department. By
becoming a department, the CPE faculty will have the agency to implement its bold vision grounded in
equity and justice and evolve its curriculum as the field continues to grow. Students will experience a
greater sense of belonging, community, engagement, and identity with CPE. As a department, we will
have new opportunities for collaboration and partnership across Cal Poly and with industry, all of which
will ultimately benefit our students.
In an online vote that took place 1/22/2021-1/27/2021, the affiliated CPE faculty voted (12 yes, 2 no) on
their support for the creation of the CPE department. This transition to a department is further supported
with the included letters from faculty leadership in CSSE and EE and administratively by Dean Fleischer on
behalf of CENG and Provost Jackson-Elmoore.
Thank you again for your consideration of our change from program to department.
Sincerely,

~~
Lynne Slivovsky
Director, Computer Engineering Program

Phone 805-756-1229 | cpe.calpoly.edu
1 Grand Avenue | San Luis Obispo | CA | 93407
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CAL POLY

Computer Science and Software Engineering Department

SAN LUIS OBISPO

College of Engineering

Chris Lupo
Department Chair
805-756-5659
clupo@calpoly.edu
www.csc.calpoly.edu/~clupo

March 19, 2021
Academic Senate
California Polytechnic State University
Sub: Letter of Support for the Establishment of a Cal Poly Computer Engineering Department
Dear Senators,
On behalf of the Computer Science and Software Engineering (CSSE) Department, I oﬀer my full support
for the creation of the Computer Engineering (CPE) Department.
I have been integrated into the discussion of the formation of a CPE department from the very beginning,
and have worked closely with Professor Slivovsky and Dean Fleischer throughout the process. This process
began in the 2018-2019 academic year, and included several discussions with the Electrical Engineering and
CSSE faculty and staﬀ. All members of both departments were provided several opportunities to discuss
and provide feedback to the department chairs, to the CPE Task Force, and to the Dean. The ultimate
decision to transition CPE from a joint program to a department was made by Dean Fleischer, and several
options were considered to address issues with CPE curriculum control, CPE faculty identity, and CPE
student identity. The process was transparent and collaborative. The members of the CPE Task Force
deserve special appreciation for their diligence and thoughtful approach to designing the structure and
vision of the new department.
Dean Fleischer, and the leadership of CPE, CSSE, and EE were unanimous in their support for the creation
of this new department. There is strong majority support in CSSE for this signiﬁcant change as well, though
complete consensus was not reached by all constituents of the department. In CSSE, there remain some
uncertainties about which individuals may or may not choose to aﬃliate with the new CPE department,
and we continue to discuss ways to share talent, curricula, and facilities such that all three departments
can thrive and continue to collaborate through joint scheduling and periodic common curriculum meetings.
I look forward to continuing to work with Prof. Slivovsky on shared goals, strategies, and resources that
support student success, enable Learn by Doing, and enhance faculty teaching and scholarship.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any further questions.
Sincerely,
Chris Lupo
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O\LPOLY
California Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407
Electrical Engineering Department
(805) 756-2781 Fax (805) 756-1458
http://www.ee.calpoly.edu

March 17, 2021
LETTER OF SUPPORT – CPE DEPARTMENT
Dear Academic Senate,
I am writing this letter in support of the creation of the Computer Engineering Department at Cal
Poly.

The Computer Engineering Program has been sponsored jointly by EE and CSSE for several

decades and has now matured and grown to a size where it would be best served by being run under its
own department. Computer Engineering is a rapidly evolving field where curricular autonomy by those
that are delivering the program is essential in order for a more impactful and integrated curriculum to be
maintained. This will greatly benefit CPE students by ensuring that the curriculum is directly controlled
by those that directly deliver it and ensuring that the program can adapt to changes in the industry more
effectively. CPE Students are expected to have an improved sense of community and major identity which
will increase engagement both before and after graduation. This will also benefit CPE faculty who will
now be able to focus on service activities under one department and to more fully support students within
CPE. A new vibrant CPE department will also help to create space for innovation, research and
collaboration. This can also be seen as a positive for the EE department in that it will allow for EE to
develop and create its own future focusing on new directions in the electrical engineering field.
Acting as the department chair for student and curricular issues I fully support this creation of the
CPE department and will work collaboratively with the CPE department to foster an environment in both
CPE and EE that benefits students allowing them to be better prepared for entering industry and society.
As there are in many engineering majors, there are overlaps between EE and CPE and this will continue
to allow great collaborations between both students and faculty in the two departments.
Sincerely,

Dale Dolan, Ph.D.
Interim Assistant Department Chair
Electrical Engineering Department
California Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407
dsdolan@calpoly.edu
805-756-2495
The California State University • Bakersfield • Channel Islands • Chico • Dominguez Hills • East Bay • Fresno • Fullerton Humboldt • Long Beach • Los Angeles • Maritime Academy •
Monterey Bay • Northridge • Pomona • Sacramento • San Bernardino • San Diego • San Francisco • San Jose • San Luis Obispo • San Marcos • Sonoma • Stanislaus
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March 17, 2021
The College of Engineering is in full support of the resolution to form a new Department of
Computer Engineering that the faculty of the Computer Engineering program have brought to the
Academic Senate.
Computer Engineering (CPE) began as a cross-disciplinary program situated within the Electrical
Engineering (EE) and Computer Science (CSSE) departments in 1988. In the 32 years since its
formation, the program has steadily grown, while the discipline of computer engineering has seen
enormous change. The program now enrolls almost 500 students, making it the 6th largest degree
program among the College of Engineering’s 14 degrees. The reputation of the degree is
outstanding, and per US News and World Report it ranks as the #2 Computer Engineering degree
program in the country at an undergraduate focused school.
However, as the program has grown, the needs of the students and the faculty in the program have
also evolved. Serving 500 students effectively within a program structure has grown to be
increasingly challenging, and the faculty struggle to balance the service and teaching demands of
both the CPE program and their home departments. Additionally, curriculum innovation is
challenging as it necessitates the need to navigate multiple departments and three curriculum
committees. This is of particular concern in a field that evolves as rapidly as computer engineering.
In order to address these concerns, the College of Engineering undertook a study of the structure
of the CPE program, beginning in the spring of 2019. This process invited all members of the EE
and CSSE departments to participate - through multiple open forums with an outside moderator,
department discussions, discussions at retreats and a six-month cross-disciplinary task force which
also worked with the outside moderator. In addition to these structured opportunities to provide
input, I maintained an open-door policy, meeting with numerous faculty and staff 1:1, and provided
opportunities for anonymous feedback through an online survey instrument.
In the fall of 2019 at the conclusion of the process, the leadership team of myself, Dr. Dennis
Derickson (then EE Chair), Dr. Chris Lupo (CSSE Chair) and Dr. Slivovsky (CPE Program
Director) reviewed the data from all of these discussions and unanimously decided to pursue
elevating the CPE program to department status. This decision was made because the leadership
strongly believe that this will set the CPE degree program up for success and will simultaneously
strengthen all of our programs. Some of the key opportunities that we expect include:

Strengthening our student experience
Formation of a CPE department will result in an enthusiastic community of faculty and staff who
are fully committed to the success of our CPE students. CPE currently has no faculty with a
primary affiliation to the program. All faculty are instead members of the CSSE or EE departments
with secondary affiliations to CPE. The formation of a department will enable department faculty
to clearly prioritize the experience of our CPE students. The CPE department will define what it
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truly means to be a computer engineer and develop student identity through activities, advising,
clubs and classes.
 Strengthening our curriculum
Formation of a CPE department will enable the creation of a dynamic, flexible and adaptive
interdisciplinary Learn by Doing curriculum that educates our engineers to be industry leaders.
CPE as a field is growing and changing, and it is imperative that our curriculum be nimble enough
to adapt to changing needs in order to best serve our students. By creating a department with
control of its own curriculum, the CPE faculty will be able to modify and implement its curriculum
with ease as the field changes and create new courses specifically for the needs of the CPE
population, strengthening the education of our CPE majors.
 Strengthening our interdisciplinary opportunities
Due to the interdisciplinarity nature of the EE, CPE and CSSE degrees, a stronger more dynamic
CPE degree will also strengthen the EE, and CSSE degree programs. In fact, it is expected that
the department formation will lead to new and exciting opportunities for all students and to
interact collaboratively and creatively.
 Strengthening our corporate partnerships
Formation of a CPE department will result in greater visibility of the degree with our corporate
partners and greater collaboration with industry to yielding excited and enthusiastic industry
partners, donors and alumni. While the current program does have an advisory board, this board
will be strengthened with elevation to a department and the board will be enlisted as advisors,
helping to identify the needs of the computer engineer of today and tomorrow.
 Strengthening our CPE department faculty and staff
Formation of a CPE department will yield an enthusiastic faculty and staff body with the
motivation to build something new and impactful. It is expected that the faculty and staff will be
a mix of full-time and joint appointments, drawn from the existing faculty of the CSSE and EE
departments.
A department formation task force has worked diligently over the past year to reach this point.
They have developed a clear and compelling vision in which the Computer Engineering
Department is a place where all understand and value Computer Engineering as being more than
a sum of the traditional fields from which it grew, championing collaboration, inclusivity and
equity in the field while offering a dynamic and agile curriculum that reflects the ever-changing
nature of the field.
This proposal has been reviewed with Provost Cynthia Jackson-Elmoore and the Provost-Deans
Council. Both the Provost and the other Deans support this course of action.
For all the reasons above the College of Engineering supports this resolution.

CJ
G\;
cI'

Amy Fleischer
Dean, College of Engineering
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April 20, 2021
To the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate:
It is my pleasure to provide additional background information as it pertains to the proposal
by the CPE program faculty to form a Department of Computer Engineering. This proposal is
the outcome of a three-year process to address and alleviate ongoing concerns with the
success of the CPE program. I have strived to foster an open and collaborative faculty-led
process in which all faculty in EE, CPE, and CSSE could participate in some form to identify
paths forward that would ensure the success of all. As well all know, when we work on
challenging projects, a final solution will not solve every single problem, or fix every single
concern because in the end some will conflict. Instead, I believe the faculty have worked
collaboratively to find the solution that solves the widest number of concerns and which is
acceptable to the widest number of affected faculty members.
As the process played out over the past three years, my goal has been to help all the faculty
find the best path forward by fostering an open collaborative faculty-led process in which all
faculty in EE/CPE/CSSE could participate in some form. This has included multiple full group
meetings in which more than 50 faculty participated as well as two different working groups
which included broad representation from CPE/EE/CSSE faculty. Multiple solutions were
considered over this time frame, with the path that we are on now to form a department
arising organically out of a process design to identify shared hopes for all three departments.
In this letter I will address several requests for information from your recent report.
1.2.5 Provide a more detailed budget as it pertains to administrative support as well
as administrative, faculty and curricular budget lines.
The College of Engineering has been running the CPE program for more than 30 years within
our existing budget structure. It is not a new program, nor a new budget item for the college.
Formation of the department is simply an administrative reorganization.
Unrelated to the formation of the CPE department, CENG has also recently restructured most
of our college staff positions in the wake of the early exit program offered last fall. As the
college executed this restructuring, the formation of the CPE department was considered.
In terms of administrative support, based on feedback from the department chairs and
program directors, the existing departments and programs within the college have been
arranged into three groups, each of which shares administrative resources. Each group or
“pod” distributes the departmental support tasks evenly across their staff members. These
three groups are: BMED/GENE/ME, CPE/CSSSE/EE and CEENVE/IME/MATE/AERO. These
“pods” are supplemented by additional support for HR related tasks in the dean’s office.
With this reorganization of support, it can be seen that the administrative staff already
supporting the CPE program (those from EE/CPE/CSSE) will continue to support the CPE
department and the CSSE and EE departments. There are four administrative staff members

Phone 805-756-2131 | engineering.calpoly.edu
1 Grand Avenue | San Luis Obispo | CA | 93407-0350

60
College of Engineering

that will support these three departments, including an analyst, two ASCIIs and an ASCI. This
organization will ensure a smooth transition and as little disruption as possible in support.
Additional staffing needs in the CPE department include IT support and electromechanical
staff support. Both of these functions have also been recently reorganized in the college. IT
has transitioned from department-based support to a single college-wide team. Thus CPE
will be supported by the college team. The organization of electro-mechanical technician
staffing is also under review and plans are being made to roll out a program this summer
with some elements of centralized support for EE/CPE/CSSE as well as for other
departments which share common needs (chemical safety, mechanical safety, similar
equipment). The formation of CPE as a department is being considered in this planning, and
no change to technician staffing is expected. The same staff which currently supports CPE
labs and faculty will continue to do so.
Similarly, we are not expecting any major shifts in the resources needed to support the
faculty or curriculum as CPE moves from a program to a department. As noted, we are
already currently supporting this program and the CSSE and EE departments within our
college budget. It is true that as faculty move to CPE, the money allocated in the budget for
faculty professional development/travel will move to the new department, as will the money
to support the learn by doing aspects of the CPE curriculum. However, the EE and CSSE
departments will no longer be responsible for supporting these activities as they are now.
CPE focused events such as open house, IAB meetings and graduation are already supported
by the budget allocated to the CPE program. CENG is transitioning to a metrics-based budget
for operating costs, and extreme care will be paid to making sure that EE, CSSE, and CPE are
all set up for success in this model.
As we look at resources beyond the state budget, the CENG development team is actively
working with the CPE program to connect with corporations that regularly hire CPE
graduates and with alumni from the program. There is a lot of excitement in these
communities to support the new department financially, which will boost resources. An
emphasis is being made on discretionary dollars which will give flexibility to the new
department in its start-up phase. This is not expected to impact giving which supports the
EE or CSSE faculty or curriculum, but is instead focused on new opportunities which
independently emphasize the needs of CPE, creating enhanced revenue. Simultaneously, the
EE and CSSE departments also have liaisons in CENG development who are establishing and
expanding funding for those departments. Additionally, faculty members affiliated with CPE
have put forward several NSF grants proposal focused on student success and engineering
education, which will support department activities if awarded.
1.3.1 In light of EE and CSSE losing faculty locally to CPE in a college‐level budget
neutral environment, include a five‐year budget projection for hiring in CPE, EE and
CSSE. In particular, a clear case of the budget impact of how the hiring needs of CPE
will affect the urgent and immediate hiring needs of EE and CSSE.
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CENG is committed to the success of all our departments and degree programs. Hiring of
faculty is an urgent need across the college, and indeed across the university. Over 96% of
the CENG budget goes to personnel costs.
In the case of EE, CSSE and CPE, we are currently successfully offering the four degree
programs (including software engineering) with our current faculty. Moving faculty from
one reporting structure to another administratively will not impact our ability to offer these
programs.
It is common across the entire college for one program/department to offer courses required
for another degree program. For instance, mechanical engineering offers courses that are
required in the IE, MFGE, CE, ENVE, MATE and AERO degree programs and IME offers a
concentration open only to ME students. It is expected that the ability of CSSE or EE students
to access and take a course that is run by the CPE department will not be affected, and vice
versa for CPE students who need to take a course in the CSSE or EE departments. Thus our
faculty numbers in steady-state should be sufficient to continue to offer these degree
programs. It is noted that all four degree programs do have needs that the college hopes to
address in the near future.
It is difficult to make five-year projections for hiring at this time, as the resources to add
additional faculty are unknown. Certainly, as faulty retire or otherwise leave, we will work
to replace those positions. There has been significant turnover in CSSE over the past five
years and each time, replacement positions have been immediately authorized. Currently
there are three active searches in CSSE (none related to CPE) including one authorized as
recently as last week. CSSE has unique challenges in hiring that I am working on with the
CSSE chair, Academic Personnel and the Provost. The challenges are centered around
extremely high demand for PhDs in this field from other universities and from industry
creating a salary structure which makes recruiting and retaining faculty a challenge.
There has also been turnover in EE but unfortunately, for reasons unrelated to CPE, there
have been two failed searches in that department over the past three years, and no successful
searches. The acting EE leadership has been working with the department faculty this year
to clearly identify the department strategic needs, taking into account the formation of the
CPE department, and it is expected that the college will be able to authorize hiring for EE
next fall.
Future strategic hiring with the ability to add instead of simply replace faculty will be
considered college-wide. Attention will be paid to areas with high student and employer
demand and with the ability to grow the programs, as well as to areas that are considered to
be under-resourced. Decisions will be made carefully at the Dean’s level with respect to any
new authorized positions. In these decisions the needs of CSSE, EE and CPE will be
considered equally, along with the strategic needs of the rest of the college.
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I hope this explanation addresses the Executive Committee’s concerns around budget and
hiring.

Amy Fleischer
Dean, College of Engineering
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